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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior   ahherka' 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
WYOMING  STATE  OFFICE 

P.O.  BOX  1828 
CHEYENNE,  WYOMING  82003 


Dear  Reader: 

Enclosed  for  your  review  is  the  final  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  and 
proposed  resource  management  plan  (RMP)  for  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area. 
This  document  presents  the  Proposed  Plan  for  managing  public  lands  and 
resources  in  the  resource  area.  The  Proposed  Plan  is  a  refinement  of  the 
preferred  alternative  presented  in  the  draft  EIS  published  in  February  1987. 

The  draft  EIS  is  an  integral  part  of  this  document.  The  draft  EIS  and  this 
document  together  constitute  the  final  EIS.  Much  of  the  text  and  maps  from 
the  draft  EIS  are  needed  as  reference  for  this  document. 

All  parts  of  the  Proposed  Plan  may  be  protested  by  parties  who  participated 
in  the  planning  process.  Protests  should  be  sent  to  the  Director  (760),  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  1800  C  Street  N.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20240.  Protests 
must  be  postmarked  within  30  days  after  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
publishes  the  filing  notice  for  this  final  EIS  in  the  Federal  Register.  The  protests 
should  include  the  following  information: 

The  name,  mailing  address,  telephone  number,  and  interest  of  the  person 
filing  the  protest. 

A  statement  of  the  issue  or  issues  being  protested. 

A  statement  of  the  part  or  parts  of  the  plan  being  protested. 

A  copy  of  all  documents  addressing  the  issue  or  issues  that  were  submitted 
during  the  planning  process  by  the  protesting  party,  or  an  indication  of  the 
date  the  issue  or  issues  were  discussed  for  the  record. 

A  concise  statement  explaining  why  the  proposed  plan  is  believed  to  be 
wrong. 

At  the  end  of  the  30-day  protest  period,  the  Proposed  Plan,  excluding  any 
portion  under  protest,  will  become  final.  Approval  will  be  withheld  on  any 
portion  of  the  plan  under  protest  until  final  action  on  the  protest  has  been 
completed.  Any  significant  change  made  as  a  result  of  a  protest  will  be  made 
available  for  public  review  and  comment  before  it  is  approved. 

I  want  to  personally  thank  those  who  have  participated  in  the  planning  process. 
I  hope  your  involvement  will  continue  as  we  move  forward  to  implement  and 
monitor  the  plan  and  manage  the  public  lands  and  resources  in  the  Pinedale 
Resource  Area. 

Sincerely, 


Hillary  A.  (jaen 
State  Director 
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SUMMARY 


INTRODUCTION 

The  Pinedale  Proposed  Resource  Management 
Plan/Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(RMP/EIS)  addresses  management  options  for 
approximately  931,000  acres  of  public  surface 
and  1,185,000  acres  of  federal  mineral  estate  (ap- 
proximately 919,000  acres  encompass  both  fed- 
eral surface  and  mineral  estate)  administered  by 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  within  the  Pine- 
dale  Resource  Area. 

The  resource  area  administrative  boundary 
includes  Sublette  County  and  portions  of  Lincoln, 
Teton,  and  Fremont  counties  (Map  1).  The  RMP 
area  (or  planning  area)  includes  Sublette  County; 
a  small  portion  of  Lincoln  County;  and  the  towns 
of  Pinedale,  Big  Piney,  Marbleton,  and  LaBarge. 
Those  federal  lands  under  surface  administration 
of  other  federal  agencies  (Forest  Service,  Park 
Service,  etc.)  within  the  resource  area  boundary 
are  not  addressed. 

When  completed,  the  selected  RMP  will  provide 
management  prescriptions  for  public  lands  and 
resources  and  the  allocation  of  their  uses.  This 
RMP/EIS  is  designed  primarily  to  resolve  four 
general  issues  concerned  with  effects  of  livestock 
grazing  and  surface-disturbing  activities  on  soils 
and  vegetation  resources;  access  and  rights-of- 
way  needs;  identifying  public  lands  suitable  for 
disposal  or  retention;  identifying  effects  of  land 
and  resource  use  on  vegetation  resources;  and 
identifying  provisions  for  off-road  vehicle  use  and 
recreation  needs. 


HOW  TO  USE  THIS 
DOCUMENT 

The  focus  of  this  final  RMP/EIS  is  on  the  Pro- 
posed Plan.  This  document  presents  a  complete, 
comprehensive  Proposed  Resource  Management 
Plan  for  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area  in  Chapter 
2.  Portions  of  the  draft  EIS  have  not  been  re- 
printed. This  document  should  be  used  together 
with  the  draft  EIS  to  get  a  full  description  of  all 
alternatives  and  their  potential  environmental 
impacts. 

The  maps  of  the  draft  EIS  are  an  integral  part 
of  the  Proposed  Plan.  They  have  not  all  been 
reprinted  for  this  document.  The  maps  will  be 


periodically  updated  as  information  changes  so 
that  the  objectives  of  the  Proposed  Plan  will  not 
be  jeopardized  by  outdated  iniformation.  Discrep- 
ancies in  the  maps,  brought  to  our  attention  dur- 
ing the  public  review  period  on  the  draft  EIS,  have 
been  corrected. 

Both  map  and  table  numbers  in  this  document 
correspond  to  those  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  There- 
fore, map  and  table  numbers  are  not  in  numerical 
sequence  in  this  document. 

Using  the  name  of  the  geographic  feature,  Scab 
Creek,  forseveral  purposes  has  created  some  con- 
fusion in  determining  what  area  is  actually  repre- 
sented by  the  title,  "Scab  Creek  area,"  as  used  in 
the  draft  RMP/EIS  and  in  this  document. 
Throughout  the  draft  RMP/EIS  and  this  docu- 
ment, there  are  references  to  the  Scab  Creek  Prim- 
itive Area,  the  Scab  Creek  Instant  Study  Area  or 
Wilderness  Study  Area  (ISA  or  WSA),  the  Pro- 
posed Scab  Creek  Wilderness  Area,  the  Scab 
Creek  Special  Recreation  Management  Area,  and 
the  "Scab  Creek  area."  None  of  the  boundaries  of 
these  areas  are  exactly  the  same;  however,  the 
closest  boundary  similarity  with  all  of  these  Scab 
Creek  areas  is  the  Proposed  Scab  Creek  Wilder- 
ness Area.  As  explained  in  the  wilderness  discus- 
sion of  the  Proposed  Plan,  wilderness  concerns 
for  both  the  Scab  Creek  and  Lake  Mountain  WSAs 
were  addressed  in  two  separate  wilderness  EISs 
and  are  not  addressed  in  the  Pinedale  RMP/EIS. 
These  study  areas  were,  however,  addressed  in 
the  RMP/EIS  as  integral  parts  of  the  resource 
area.  This  was  necessary  to  determine  how  they 
would  be  managed,  partially  or  wholly,  should 
Congress  decide  against  designating  any  part  of 
all  of  the  WSAs  as  wilderness.  Due  to  the  impor- 
tant and  sensitive  resource  values  in  the  "Scab 
Creek  area,"  analysis  shows  that  the  area  would 
essentially  be  managed  in  the  same  manner, 
whether  or  not  any  part  or  all  of  it  were  to  be  des- 
ignated wilderness.  Thus,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
Pinedale  RMP/EIS,  any  boundary  for  the  "Scab 
Creek  area,"  ceases  to  be  important.  Please  refer 
to  the  various  maps  in  the  Proposed  Plan  for  fur- 
therclarification  regarding  the  "Scab  Creek  area." 

The  Summary  from  the  draft  EIS  has  not  been 
reprinted. 

Chapter  1  of  the  draft  EIS  has  not  been  com- 
pletely reprinted  in  this  document.  It  describes 
the  purpose  of  and  need  for  the  RMP,  which  has 
not  changed.  The  updated  Figure  1  has  been 
reprinted. 


Map  1 
GENERAL  LOCATION  MAP 

Pinedale  Resource  Management  Plan 


if  Public  Participation  Opportunities 


Figure  1 
PLANNING  PROCESS 
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Chapter  2  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  has  not  been 
completely  reprinted.  Fora  description  of  all  alter- 
natives considered,  the  reader  should  refer  to 
Chapter  2  of  the  draft  EIS.  The  preferred  alterna- 
tive in  the  draft  EIS  was  modified  somev\/hat  as  a 
result  of  public  comments.  The  changes  are 
reflected  in  the  Proposed  Plan.  In  this  document, 
Chapter  2  contains  a  complete  description  of  only 
the  Proposed  Plan. 

We  have  also  completed  minor  updating  of  infor- 
mation on  some  of  the  grazing  allotments.  This 
is  an  ongoing  process.  The  updated  information 
has  no  bearing  on  the  impacts  presented  in  the 
draft  EIS  and  the  changes  made  are  minor. 

Chapter  3  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  has  not  been 
reprinted.  Tables  and  maps  which  reflect  new 
information  have  been  reprinted.  The  Solid  Min- 
eral Resources  and  Withdrawals  sections  have 
been  reprinted  to  correct  a  printing  error  in  the 
draft  RMP/EIS.  The  Big  Game  Species  section 
has  been  reprinted  to  reflect  the  latest  available 
data. 

Chapter  4  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  has  not  been 
completely  reprinted.  For  a  complete  description 
of  the  Environmental  Consequences  by  alterna- 
tive, the  reader  should  refer  to  Chapter  4  of  the 


draft  EIS.  The  changes  between  the  Preferred 
Alternative  (Chapter  2  in  the  draft  EIS)  and  the  Pro- 
posed Plan  (Chapter  2  in  this  document)  are  not 
substantive  relative  to  the  objectives  of  the  plan 
and  are  not  expected  to  result  in  changes  in 
impacts.  Those  changes  that  did  result  are 
reflected  in  the  abbreviated  Chapter  4  of  this  doc- 
ument. 

Chapter  5  describes  the  Consultation  and  Coor- 
dination that  occurred  throughout  the  planning 
process.  It  has  been  updated  and  reprinted  in  this 
document. 

Chapter  5  also  presents  the  comments  received 
from  open  houses,  meetings,  and  comment  let- 
ters on  the  draft  EIS  and  BLM's  responses  to 
those  comments.  In  addition.  Chapter  5  includes 
the  Errata  which  are  minor  changes  to  sections 
of  the  draft  EIS. 

Appendices  C-1 ,  C-4,  F,  G-1 ,  and  G-2  have  been 
changed  and  are  reprinted  in  this  document.  Ap- 
pendix D-5  has  been  updated  and  reprinted.  The 
remaining  Appendices  are  incorporated  by  refer- 
ence from  the  draft  EIS. 

The  Glossary,  References,  and  List  of  Preparers 
have  been  updated  and  reprinted  in  this  docu- 
ment. 
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CHAPTER  1 


PURPOSE  AND  NEED 


INTRODUCTION 

The  Proposed  Plan  is  a  comprehensive 
resource  management  plan  (RMP)  for  the  man- 
agement of  public  lands  and  resources  adminis- 
tered by  BLM  in  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area.  This 
document,  in  conjunction  with  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
constitutes  a  complete  RMP/EIS.  The  Proposed 
plan  consists  mainly  of  the  Preferred  Alternative 
presented  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  with  some  reor- 
ganization and  changes  as  a  result  of  public  com- 
ment. With  few  exceptions,  these  changes  consist 
mainly  of  clarification  of  the  objectives  presented 
in  the  draft  document.  The  land  use  plans  of  local 
and  state  governments  and  otherfederal  agencies 
in  and  around  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area  have 
been  considered  during  the  planning  process  to 
ensure  the  approved  RMP  will  be  compatible  with 
them. 

The  process  for  the  development,  approval, 
maintenance,  and  amendment  of  RMPs  was 
initiated  under  the  authority  of  Section  202(f)  of 
the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of 
1976  (FLPMA).  The  process  is  guided  by  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  planning  regulations  in  Title 
43  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  part  1600 
(43  CFR  1600)  and  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  of  1969  (NEPA)  and  its  implementing 
regulations  (40  CFR  1500-1508). 


Development  of  the  RMP  represents  the  second 
tier  of  the  BLM  planning  process  and  as  such,  pre- 
scribes the  future  resource  and  land  use  alloca- 
tions for  the  public  lands  administered  by  BLM  in 
the  Pinedale  Resource  Area.  This  process  of 
resource  and  land  use  allocations  guides  subse- 
quent activity  planning  and  implementation  and 
daily  operations. 

The  activity  planning  phase  represents  the  third 
tier  of  the  planning  process  and  incorporates  the 
resource  and  land  use  decisions  of  the  RMP  into 
the  specific  management  guidance  for  administer- 
ing the  uses  and  implementing  management 
actions  in  the  resource  area.  During  activity  plan- 
ning, the  management  prescriptions  in  the  RMP 
are  applied  to  specific  local  areas  in  developing 
and  implementing  site-specific  plans  (e.g.,  allot- 
ment management  plans,  habitat  management 
plans);  in  issuing  various  land  and  resource  use 
authorizations;  in  identifying  mitigation  needs; 
and  in  developing  and  implementing  other  similar 
plans  and  actions. 

After  completion,  the  Pinedale  RMP  will  be  kept 
current  through  maintenance,  amendments,  or 
revisions,  as  demands  on  public  lands  and  re- 
sources change,  as  the  land  and  resource  condi- 
tions change,  or  as  new  information  is  acquired. 


CHAPTER  2 


ALTERNATIVES 


INTRODUCTION 


PROPOSED  PLAN 


Chapter  2  is  the  proposed  resource  manage- 
ment plan  (RMP)  for  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area 
(Proposed  Plan).  The  Proposed  Plan  integrates 
the  actions  common  to  all  alternatives  and  the 
preferred  alternative  from  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  The 
Proposed  Plan  reflects  revisions  made  as  a  result 
of  public  comments. 


ALTERNATIVES 
CONSIDERED  BUT 
ELIMINATED  FROM 
DETAILED  ANALYSIS 

One  alternative  which  was  considered  and 
eliminated  from  detailed  analysis  was  not 
mentioned  in  the  draft  EIS.  It  relates  to  the  level 
of  restrictions  necessary  to  protect  resource 
values. 

Restrictions  Less  Stringent  Than 
No  Surface  Occupancy  (NSO) 

The  intent  of  the  planning  process  is  to  provide 
guidance  for  managing  all  resources  within  a  level 
of  use  and  restrictions  that  is  appropriate  for 
multiple  use  purposes.  The  objective  is  to 
minimize  the  use  of  overly  restrictive  limitations 
on  resource  uses.  To  help  achieve  this  objective, 
mitigation  measures  less  stringent  than  NSO  for 
resource  protection  were  considered  for  those 
areas  recommended  for  NSO,  but  were  not 
presented  in  detail  in  the  draft  EIS.  This 
evaluation  was  conducted  during  the  Analysis  of 
the  Management  Situation.  Documentation  is 
available  for  review  in  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area 
office. 


For  the  purpose  of  this  document,  only  the 
Proposed  Plan  is  presented  in  detail.  The  other 
alternatives  are  described  in  detail  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS. 


Restrictions  For 
Surface-Disturbing  Activities 

Surface-disturbance  measures  are  restrictions 
necessary  to  protect  certain  sensitive  resources 
and  areas  from  adverse  affects  of  surface- 
disturbing  activities  and  human  presence,  and  are 
inclusive  of  the  various  management  actions 
developed  in  and  analyzed  for  the  Proposed  Plan. 
These  restrictions  apply  to  all  types  of  activities, 
involving  surface  disturbance  or  human  presence 
impacts  and  are  applied  in  accordance  with  the 
Wyoming  BLM  Standard  Mitigation  Guidelines 
for  Surface  Disturbing  Activities  (Appendix  C-1  of 
this  document). 

Surface  disturbance  is  characterized  by  the 
removal  of  vegetative  cover  and  soil  materials. 
Where  actual  excavation  does  not  occur, 
activities  may  be  allowed  to  occur  with  less 
stringent  limitations  provided  that  the  objectives 
and  purpose  for  the  surface  disturbance  res- 
trictions are  met.  Timber  harvesting  within  500 
feet  of  streams  or  riparian  areas  and  on  slopes 
greater  than  25  percent  are  examples  where  less 
stringent  application  of  the  standard  mitigation 
guidelines  (Appendix  C-1)  would  apply.  This 
would  be  applicable  to  those  timber  harvest 
activities,  such  as  tree  cutting,  skidding,  and  slash 
disposal,  that  do  not  fully  remove  vegetative  cover 
and  soil  materials.  Past  application  of  a  100-foot 
streamside  buffer  distance  and  activities  on 
slopes  of  greater  than  25  percent  have  proven 
effective.  Road  construction  or  staging  areas  for 
equipment  would  not  meet  the  less  stringent 
definition  and  would  be  subject  to  the  standard 
requirements  of  500  feet  and  25  percent  slope. 


ALTERNATIVES 


Surface  disturbance  restrictions  for  wildlife 
protection  are  found  in  Table  3  and  Maps  31  and 
32. 

No  surface  occupancy  would  be  allowed  on  elk 
feedgrounds  (approximately  1 5,600  acres)  for  the 
protection  of  wintering  elk  (Maps  31  and  32). 
Exceptions  may  be  allowed  if  analysis  indicates 
that  proposed  activities  would  either  benefit  or 
cause  no  adverse  impacts  to  the  elk.  Further 
public  input  would  be  required  for  exceptions  that 
are  not  designed  to  specifically  benefit  elk. 


nesting  sage  grouse  concentrations  would  not  be 
adversely  affected.  Activity  between  the  hours  of 
12  midnight  and  9:00  a.m.  would  not  be  allowed 
within  approximately  one  half  mile  of  occupied 
strutting  grounds  (leks)  (e.g.,  during  strutting 
season). 

Seasonal  restrictions  would  be  applied  to  active 
raptor  nests.  A  current  inventory  of  the  raptor  nest 
locations  is  maintained  in  the  resource  area. 
Priority  for  further  inventory  would  be  given  to 
areas  where  activities  and  surface  disturbance  are 
proposed. 


TABLE  3 

RESTRICTIONS  FOR  SURFACE-DISTURBANCE  ACTIVITIES 
IN  CRUCIAL  WILDLIFE  HABITATS 


Approximate 

Affected  Area 

Restriction 

Restricted  Area 

Acres  Restricted 

Big  Game  Crucial 

Antelope,  elk,  moose,  and 

Winter  Ranges 

Nov.  1   -  April  30 

mule  deer  crucial  winter  ranges 

461,090 

Elk  Calving  Areas 

May  1  -  June  30 

Designated  calving  area 

56,080 

Sage  Grouse  Leks  and 

Nesting  Areas 

Feb.  1  -  July  31 

Up  to  2-mile  radius  of  lek 

Acreage  will 

Golden  Eagle  Nest 

Feb.  1  -  July  31 

Within  one-half  mile  radius 

vary  annually 

Osprey  Nest 

Feb.  1  -  July  31 

Within  one-half  mile  radius 

as  active 

Swanson  Hawk  Nest 

Feb.  1  -  July  31 

Within  one-half  mile  radius 

nest  locations 

Ferruginous  Hawk  Nest 

Feb.  1  -  July  31 

Within  one  mile  radius 

change. 

Coopers  Hawk  Nest 

Feb.  1  -  July  31 

Within  one-half  mile  radius 

Burrowing  Owl  Nest 

Feb.  1  -  July  31 

Within  one-half  mile  radius 

Merlin  Nest 

Feb.  1  -  July  31 

Within  one-half  mile  radius 

Other  Raptors 

Feb.  1  -  July  31 

Within  one-half  mile  radius 

Riparian  Habitat 

No  surface  disturbance 

Within  500  feet 

7,1381 

Elk  Feedgrounds 

No  surface  occupancy 

Feeding  sites  and  buffer  areas 

15,600 

Rock  Creek  ACEC 

No  surface  occupancy 

ACEC 

4,200 

Actual  riparian  acreage,  not  including  500-foot  buffer. 


No  surface  occupancy  would  be  allowed  in  the 
Rock  Creek  drainage  within  the  Rock  Creek 
ACEC  (approximately  4,200  acres),  unless 
activities  would  benefit  the  Colorado  River 
cutthroat  trout  habitat  (Maps  31  and  32).  No 
exceptions  would  be  allowed  without  further 
public  input. 

No  activity  or  surface  disturbance  would  be 
allowed  from  May  1  through  June  30  in  elk  calving 
areas  (approximately  56,080  acres)  (Map  31). 

Sage  grouse  leks  and  related  nesting  areas 
would  be  protected  in  accordance  with  the 
Wyoming  BLM  mitigation  guidelines  (Appendix 
C-1).  Activity  would  generally  be  restricted  to 
existing  roads  and  trails.  Other  activities  may  be 
allowed  if  site  specific  analysis  indicates  that 


No  surface  disturbance  would  be  allowed 
within  500  feet  of  riparian  habitat,  wetland, 
and(or)  live  water  unless  a  high  potential  for 
successful  rehabilitation  exists  or  impacts  would 
be  temporary  in  nature. 

No  surface  occupancy  would  be  allowed  on 
cultural  sites  48SU301,  48SU350,  and  48LN300 
(about  1,100  acres),  and  on  about  585  acres  of 
developed  and  semi-developed  recreation  sites 
(Map  32).  No  exceptions  would  be  allowed 
without  further  public  input. 

No  surface  disturbance  would  be  allowed 
within  one-quarter  mile  or  the  visual  horizon 
(whichever  is  closer)  of  significant  segments  of 
historic  trails  (up  to  approximately  11,200  acres) 
(Map  7). 
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Map  7 
HISTORICAL  SITES  AND  TRAILS 

Pinedale  Resource  Management  Plan 


ALTERNATIVES 


Surface  disturbances  would  not  be  allowed 
within  one-quarter  mile  of  developed  and 
semi-developed  recreation  sites  unless  activities 
were  determined  to  be  compatible  with  recreation 
objectives  for  the  area. 

No  surface  disturbance  would  be  allowed  on 
the  Upper  Green  River  special  recreation 
management  area  (approximately  2,780  acres) 
(Map  8). 


Air  Quality  Management 


Objective 

Air  quality  would  be  maintained  at  present 
levels  or  enhanced  where  possible,  through 
cooperative  management  of  emissions  with 
industry,  the  state  of  Wyoming,  and  other  federal 
agencies.  Objectives  would  include  the  protec- 
tion of  health  and  safety  of  the  public  and  the 
well-being  of  sensitive  natural  resources.  The 
Bureau  would  strive  to  minimize,  within  the  scope 
of  its  authority,  any  emissions  which  may  add  to 
acid  rain,  cause  violations  of  airquality  standards, 
or  degrade  visibility.  Specific  guidance  for  the 
application  of  air  quality  protection  measures  is 
found  in  Appendix  C-2  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 


Actions 

The  BLM  would  continue  to:  operate  the 
National  Atmospheric  Deposition  Program/ 
National  Trends  Network  acid  rain  monitoring 
site;  collect  basic  climate  and  meteorological  data 
from  remote  automatic  weather  stations;  and 
cooperate  and  coordinate  with  the  Forest  Service, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  and  State  of 
Wyoming  in  monitoring  for  atmospheric  depo- 
sition (acid  rain)  and  its  impacts  on  the  Class  I 
airsheds  of  the  Bridger  and  Fitzpatrick  wilderness 
areas. 

The  collected  data  would  be  used  to  determine 
actual  or  potential  impacts  from  air  pollutant 
emissions  and  to  provide  information  on 
proposed  emission  sources  during  the  permitting 
process. 

Special  requirements  to  alleviate  air  quality 
impacts  would  be  included  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  in  use  authorizations  (including  lease 
stipulations).  Examples  of  such  requirements 
would  include:  limiting  emissions,  spacing  of 
source  densities,  requiring  the  collection  of 
meteorological  data,  covering  conveyors  at  mine 
sites  (to  lower  dust  emissions),  and  placing 
restrictions  on  flaring  of  natural  gas  (to  reduce 
sulfur  dioxide  emissions). 


Prescribed  burning  would  be  conducted  so  that 
no  ambient  air  quality  standards  would  be 
violated,  visibility  impairment  would  be  avoided, 
and  public  nuisance  would  be  minimized. 


Minerals  Management 


Objective 

The  public  lands  and  federal  mineral  estate 
would  be  made  available  for  orderly  and  efficient 
development  of  mineral  resources.  All  minerals 
actions  would  comply  with  the  goals,  objectives, 
and  resource  restrictions  (mitigations)  required 
to  protect  or  maintain  the  other  resource  values 
in  the  planning  area. 


Actions 

Leasable  Minerals.  The  leasable  minerals  include 
oil,  gas,  coal,  oil  shale,  and  geothermal  steam. 
Only  oil  and  gas  are  considered  in  detail  because 
the  potential  for  development  of  the  other 
leasable  mineral  resources  is  low  and  unlikely  to 
occur  in  the  foreseeable  future.  Generally,  the 
resource  area  would  be  open  to  exploration  for 
all  leasable  minerals  in  accord  with  all  applicable 
provisions  (e.g.,  restrictions,  prohibitions,  etc.). 
Proposals  for  leasing  and  development  (other 
than  oil  and  gas)  would  be  considered  on  a 
case-by-case  basis,  and  any  necessary  amend- 
ment to  the  RMP  would  be  made. 

Oil  and  Gas.  In  the  Scab  Creek  area,  about  7,636 
acres  with  moderate  oil  and  gas  potential  would 
be  closed  to  leasing.  All  other  public  lands 
(approximately  1,1 85, 000  acres)  would  be  open  to 
consideration  for  leasing,  exploration,  and 
development  of  oil  and  gas.  Any  decisions 
reached  in  the  RMP  that  would  affect  oil  and  gas 
leasing  or  restrict  oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development  activities  are  subject  to  valid 
existing  rights.  Once  an  oil  and  gas  lease  has  been 
issued,  it  constitutes  a  valid  existing  right  and 
BLM  cannot  unilaterally  change  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  a  lease.  Therefore,  where  consid- 
eration is  given  to  restricting  oil  and  gas  activities 
or  closing  an  area  to  oil  and  gas  leasing,  an 
existing  lease  would  not  be  affected  and  the 
restriction  or  closure  could  not  be  fully 
implemented  until  after  a  lease  expires  and  new 
leases  are  issued  for  the  same  area.  However, 
restrictions  can  be  applied  at  the  Application  for 
Permit  to  Drill  (APD)  stage  that  would  mitigate 
potential  impacts  from  oil  and  gas  operations 
within  existing  lease  areas  (Appendices  C-2  and 
C-3  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS). 
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Map  8 
RECREATION   SITES 

Pinedale  Resource  Management   Plan 


ALTERNATIVES 


Oil  and  Gas.  Leasing  in  the  Rocli  Creek  ACEC  and 
Surrounding  Area.  That  portion  of  the  Rock  Creek 
ACEC  within  the  Rock  Creek  drainage  (ap- 
proximately 4,200  acres)  would  be  leased  with  an 
NSO  stipulation  for  protection  of  the  pure  strain 
of  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  that  reside  in 
Rock  Creek. 

Leasing  in  the  remaining  parts  of  the  Rock 
Creek  ACEC  and  portions  of  the  adjacent 
Deadline  Ridge-Graphite  Hollow  crucial  elk 
winter  range  would  be  accomplished  through 
guidelines  established  in  a  minerals/wildlife 
activity  plan  and  environmental  analysis.  This 
plan  would  consist  of  an  evaluation  of  the 
ongoing  elk  habitat  use  study,  and  compilation  of 
geologic  data  (see  Map  33  for  description  of  the 
evaluation  area).  The  entire  17,000-acre  area 
would  be  available  for  leasing  with  appropriate 
stipulations  following  the  completion  of  the 
activity  plan  and  associated  environmental 
analysis.  The  following  guidance  is  established 
for  the  activity  plan  preparation: 

Leasing  with  a  no  surface  occupancy  (NSO) 
restriction  would  occur  prior  to  completion  of 
the  evaluation  in  those  areas  where  drainage  of 
federal  oil  or  gas  is  occurring. 

Leasing  decisions  regarding  activities  in  the 
evaluation  area  east  of  the  ACEC  would  be 
designed  to  place  priority  on  crucial  elk  winter 
range  habitat  considerations  over  conflicting 
land  uses,  to  ensure  continued  elk  winter  use 
in  the  Deadline  Ridge-Graphite  Hollowarea.  Oil 
and  gas  development  would  be  allowed  if  it  is 
determined  to  be  compatible  with  continued  elk 
use  of  the  crucial  winter  range.  No  substantial 
adverse  impacts  to  this  elk  habitat  would  be 
allowed. 

Leasing  decisions  regarding  activities  in  the 
evaluation  area  west  of  the  ACEC  would  be 
guided  by  multiple  use  RMP  guidelines  and 
objectives.  This  would  allow  for  certain  types  of 
developments  on  this  portion  of  the  crucial  elk 
winter  range,  as  long  as  RMP  planning 
objectives  for  wildlife  and  other  resources  are 
met. 

The  wildlife/leasing  study  and  plan  will  identify 
any  suitable  areas  for  surface  occupancy  based 
on  the  above  defined  leasing  guidelines  and 
objectives.  Any  requests  for  relief  from  leasing 
restrictions  which  are  in  conflict  with  these 
guidelines  and  objectives  would  require  a  plan 
amendment.  The  plan  amendment  would 
generally  be  initiated  in  conjunction  with  an 
environmental  analysis  on  the  action  being 
considered. 

Large  contiguous  areas,  as  a  result  of  the 
evaluation,  may  be  offered  for  lease  with  the  NSO 


stipulation.  These  areas  may  only  be  accessed 
through  directional  drilling.  The  NSO  stipulation 
would  be  used,  rather  than  a  no  lease  provision, 
under  the  assumption  that  industry  is  the  best 
judge  of  whether  technology  would  enable  them 
to  access  the  oil  and  gas  resources  under  the 
terms  of  the  lease. 

Leasing  with  the  NSO  stipulation  could  become 
necessary  for  several  reasons.  First,  the  area  is 
characterized  by  steep,  and  in  many  cases 
unstable  slopes,  with  stream/riparian  zones 
"filling"  the  valley  bottoms.  Any  disturbance  on 
the  steep  slopes  or  in  the  riparian  zone  threatens 
the  habitat  directly.  Second,  deep  gas  is  of 
primary  interest  in  the  evaluation  area.  Drilling  to 
these  reserves  requires  more  than  a  year's  time 
which  appears  to  make  seasonal  wildlife  stipu- 
lations inadequate  mitigation.  It  will  be  the 
objective  of  the  evaluation  to  find  potential  areas 
for  deep  drilling  access  while  still  protecting 
wildlife  values.  Attempts  will  be  made  to  provide 
access  where  directional  drilling  distances  will 
not  be  excessive.  Input  from  industry  as  well  as 
from  all  other  concerned  public  groups  or 
individuals  will  be  sought  for  this  evaluation. 

Other  Concerns.  The  BLM  would  evaluate 
industry-proposed  measures  to  protect  health 
and  safety  through  the  lease  and  permit  process 
(Appendix  C-3  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS).  Of 
particular  concern  would  be  the  requirements  of 
approved  contingency  plans  for  hydrogen  sulfide 
(H2S)  release.  In  cases  of  special  circumstances, 
such  as  areas  with  high  potential  for  (H2S)  near 
population  centers,  special  measures  for  pro- 
posed wells,  would  be  required.  These  could 
include  requiring  operators  to  conduct  dispersion 
analyses  to  determine  worst-case  ambient  H2S 
concentrations  during  well  blowouts,  collecting 
onsite  meteorological  data,  preparing  detailed 
evacuation  plans,  and  placing  offsite  warning 
signs. 

Waste  disposal  facilities  (e.g.,  drilling  fluids, 
trash,  and  sanitary  facilities)  would  not  be 
authorized  on  floodplains,  wetlands,  and  related 
riparian  zones  (26,220  acres). 

Geophysical  Exploration.  Geophysical  notices  of 
intent  would  be  evaluated  on  a  case-by-case 
basis.  All  authorizations  would  be  issued  with 
appropriate  surface-disturbance  mitigation 
requirements  applied  as  presented  in  Appendix 
C-1  of  this  document  and  Appendix  C-2  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS.  All  acreage  in  the  area  would  be 
subject  to  various  limitations,  (e.g.,  vehicle  use 
restrictions)  including  461,090  acres  subject  to 
seasonal  limitations. 

An  estimated  300  miles  of  geophysical 
exploration,    predominantly    for    oil    and    gas 
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information,  would  occur  each  year  for  about  20 
years.  This  exploration  would  primarily  occur  in 
high  oil  and  gas  potential  areas  (Map  2). 
Geophysical  exploration  techniques  may  vary 
due  to  mitigation  measures  necessary  to  protect 
other  resources.  Specific  geophysical  methods 
are  described  in  Appendix  C-3  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS.  In  the  Scab  Creek  area,  about  7,636 
acres  would  be  closed  to  geophysical  activities. 
Elk  feedgrounds  would  be  evaluated  on  a 
case-by-case  basis  and  activities  restricted  or  not 
allowed  if  adverse  impacts  would  occur  to  the 
affected  resources  (approximately  15,600  acres). 

Areas  closed  to  ORV  use  would  also  be  closed 
to  vehicle  use  for  geophysical  activities 
(approximately  11,956  acres).  In  addition,  such 
areas  may  also  be  unavailable  for  the  use  of 
explosive  charges  if  environmental  analysis 
determines  that  adverse  impacts  would  occur  to 
the  affected  resources. 

That  portion  of  the  Rock  Creek  ACEC  within  the 
Rock  Creek  drainage  (4,200  acres)  would  be  open 
only  to  portable  geophysical  activities.  Activities 
in  the  remainder  of  the  Rock  Creek  ACEC 
(outside  the  drainage,  approximately  1 ,000  acres) 
would  be  evaluated  on  a  case-by-case  basis  and 
would  possibly  be  restricted  if  environmental 
analysis  determines  that  adverse  impacts  would 
occur  to  the  affected  resources. 

Developed  and  semi-developed  recreation  sites 
(approximately  585  acres)  would  not  be  available 
for  geophysical  vehicle  travel  off  of  established 
roads  and  trails  during  periods  of  recreation  use. 
In  addition,  such  areas  may  also  be  unavailable 
for  the  use  of  explosive  charges  if  environmental 
analysis  determines  that  adverse  impacts  would 
occur  to  the  affected  resources. 

Geophysical  activities  in  the  remaining  NSO 
areas  (mostly  cultural  sites  including  approxi- 
mately 1,000  acres)  would  be  evaluated  on  a 
case-by-case  basis  and  may  be  restricted  if 
environmental  analysis  determines  that  adverse 
impacts  would  occur  to  the  affected  resources. 

In  the  proposed  Beaver  Creek  ACEC  (approxi- 
mately 3,548  acres),  geophysical  vehicles  would 
be  restricted  to  existing  roads  and  trails.  In 
addition,  this  area  may  also  be  unavailable  for  the 
use  of  explosive  charges  if  environmental 
analysis  determines  that  adverse  impacts  would 
occur  to  the  affected  resources. 

Other  Minerals.  The  existing  withdrawals  for 
phosphate,  coal,  and  oil  shale  would  be  revoked. 
These  mineral  resources  no  longer  need  such 
protection  as  they  are  now  made  available  for 
development  under  mineral  leasing  regulations. 
Mineral  leasing  is  a  discretionary  action  and 
would   be  subject  to  the  same  resource  r.nn- 


straints  as  established  for  other  surface- 
disturbing  activities.  These  phosphate,  coal,  and 
oil  shale  lands  would  be  open  to  locatable 
minerals  claimants  under  the  same  conditions  as 
all  other  uses  of  public  lands.  Due  to  the  low 
potential  and  lack  of  interest  for  these  minerals 
in  the  area,  no  minerals  leasing,  location,  or 
development  would  be  likely  to  occur  in  the 
future. 

Coal.  Coal  leasing  and  development  is  not  an 
issue  for  the  RMP.  The  coal  in  this  area  of 
Wyoming  has  either  unknown  or  low- 
development  potential  in  the  foreseeable  future. 
No  leasing  and  development  interest  was 
identified  during  the  call  for  coal  resource 
information,  the  issue  identification  process,  or 
the  alternative  formulation  process.  Therefore, 
the  coal  screening  process,  including  application 
of  the  coal  unsuitability  criteria,  has  not  been 
conducted.  This  does  not  imply,  however,  that 
coal  exploration,  leasing,  and  development  are 
incompatible  with  this  plan. 

Coal  exploration  would  be  allowed  under  the 
guidance  established  for  surface-disturbing 
activities  presented  in  Appendix  C-2  In  the  draft 
RMP/EIS.  If  an  application  for  a  coal  lease  is 
received  in  the  future,  an  appropriate  land  use  and 
environmental  analysis,  including  the  coal 
screening  process,  would  be  conducted  to 
determine  whether  the  coal  areas  applied  for  are 
acceptable  for  development  and  for  leasing 
consideration.  The  RMP  would  be  amended  as 
necessary. 

With  the  exception  of  a  small  portion  of 
northern  Lincoln  County,  the  federal  coal  lands 
in  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area  (Map  B  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS)  are  not  within  a  designated  coal 
production  region.  Federal  coal  leasing  in  areas 
outside  of  designated  regions  may  be  considered 
apart  from  the  competitive  leasing  process 
described  in  43  CFR  3420.3  through  3420.5-2. 
This  is  essentially  done  on  a  case-by-case  basis, 
called  "leasing  on  application,"  under  the 
appropriate  provisions  of  43  CFR  3425.  Sale  and 
issuance  of  federal  coal  leases  under  these 
provisions  requires  a  competitive  bidding  pro- 
cess. 

A  small  portion  of  the  planning  area  is  within 
the  Green  River-Hams  Fork  coal  production 
region  where  coal  exploration  would  be  allowed 
(Map  B  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS).  However,  the 
completed  Pinedale  RMP  will  not  identify  or  make 
any  federal  coal  lands  available  for  leasing 
consideration.  Thus,  any  future  consideration  of 
federal  coal  leasing  in  those  areas  would  first 
depend  upon  identified  development  potential, 
substantiated  interest  in  development,  environ- 
mental analysis,  and  amendment  of  the  RMP 
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(including  conduct  of  the  coal  screening  process) 
to  deternriine  any  federal  coal  areas  that  are 
acceptable  for  leasing  consideration  and  for 
development.  Leasing  consideration  would  then 
be  conducted  under  the  competitive  leasing 
process  described  in  43  CFR  3420.3  through 
3420.5-2. 

Based  on  the  lack  of  interest  and  low 
development  potential  of  the  coal  resource  in  this 
area,  any  federal  coal  leasing  or  development  in 
the  foreseeable  future  is  unlikely. 

Other  Leasable  Minerals.  To  date,  geothermal 
resources  in  the  resource  area  have  not  been 
developed  and  potential  for  development  may  not 
exist.  Any  future  geothermal  development  would 
be  administered  under  43  CFR  3200  which  allows 
for  exploration  and  leasing  of  public  lands  in  the 
planning  area. 

With  the  exception  of  withdrawn  areas,  all  of  the 
planning  area  is  available  for  consideration  for 
exploration  of  other  leasable  minerals,  (such  as 
sodium,  oil  shale,  phosphate).  Should  commer- 
cial quantities  be  discovered  in  the  future,  lease 
stipulations  would  be  applied,  on  a  case-by-case 
basis,  to  protect  other  resources  and  be  in 
conformance  with  plan  objectives.  Potential  for 
such  discoveries  is  currently  low.  The  same 
surface-disturbance  restrictions  would  be  used  in 
the  issuance  of  any  leases  (geothermal,  coal, 
sodium,  oil  shale,  phosphate,  etc.)  if  minerals  are 
discovered. 


Locatable  Minerals 

With  the  exception  of  withdrawn  lands,  the  area 
generally  would  be  open  to  mineral  location. 
Discretionary  management  for  locatable  minerals 
is  limited.  The  regulations  in  43  CFR  3809  provide 
for  management  of  public  lands  to  prevent 
unnecessary  and  undue  degradation.  Resources 
needing  protection  from  locatable  mineral 
activities  would  be  considered  for  withdrawal. 
Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  require 
a  plan  of  development  for  any  activities  in 
accordance  with  43  CFR  3809. 

Based  on  the  lack  of  interest  and  low 
development  potential  of  locatable  minerals  in 
this  area,  any  mineral  location  or  development  in 
the  foreseeable  future  is  unlikely. 


Salable  Minerals 

Salable  mineral  (e.g.,  sand  and  gravel)  permits 
would  be  processed  on  a  case-by-case  basis  and 


would  be  subject  to  mitigation  requirements  for 
the  protection  of  other  resource  values.  Estab- 
lished common  use  areas  in  sees.  15,  22,  27,  and 
34,  T.  27  N.,  R.  115  W.,  would  remain  available  for 
development.  Management  discretion  would  be 
used  in  selecting  new  sites  consistent  with  the 
RMP. 


Natural  History  and 
Paleontological  Resources 
Management 


Objective 

Natural  history  and  paleontological  resource 
values  would  be  protected  based  on  specific 
sensitivity  and  mitigation  criteria.  Scientific 
collection,  recreational  collection,  and  educa- 
tional or  interpretive  activities  would  be  potential 
uses.  As  areas  of  unique  natural  history  or 
particular  natural  interest  are  identified,  they 
would  be  designated  as  natural  areas  and 
managed  for  protection  of  the  unique  values. 
Interpretation  of  the  natural  features  and  public 
use  would  be  emphasized. 


Actions 

Paleontological  resources  would  be  classified 
in  terms  of  the  sensitivity  levels:  Critical, 
Significant,  Important,  Insignificant,  and  Unim- 
portant. Any  actions  to  close  or  restrict  areas  for 
fossil  protection  would  be  evaluated  on  a 
case-by-case  basis.  No  areas  have  been  classified 
to  date. 

Management  of  Critical  areas  would  not  allow 
any  action  which  would  damage  the  fossil 
resource  or  alter  the  contextural  relationships  of 
fossil  materials.  Materials  may  be  removed  only 
under  a  special  permit. 

Depending  on  the  size  of  the  deposit,  approved 
mitigation  for  Significant  areas  may  include  total 
salvage  or  may  be  limited  to  a  statistically  valid 
sample  of  all  forms  present. 

In  Important  areas,  a  statistically  valid  sample 
would  be  obtained  to  mitigate  any  adverse  impact 
on  the  resources. 

Mitigation  would  be  optional  in  Insignificant 
areas. 

No  mitigation  would  be  necessary  in  Unim- 
portant areas. 


13 


ALTERNATIVES 


Soils  Management 


Objective 

Present  objectives  center  on  soil  conservation 
planning  for  surface  disturbing  activities.  Soil 
conservation  is  addressed  during  the  initial  phase 
of  any  soil-disturbing  action;  therefore,  soil 
productivity  and  stability  levels  can  be  maintained 
through  the  application  of  existing  techniques. 
Some  areas  require  more  intensive  soil  conser- 
vation practices  than  others;  however,  this  is  a 
function  of  the  type  and  duration  of  the  action  and 
the  effect  on  site-specific  soil  characteristics. 


Actions 

Soils  would  be  evaluated  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  for  projects  initiated  on  public  lands. 

Standard  practices  relating  to  surface- 
disturbing  activities  would  support  soil  conser- 
vation and  erosion  control.  Generally,  soil 
management  practices  would  be  applied  on  a 
site-specific  basis  using  soil  survey  data  and 
would  be  related  to  the  soil  characteristics  such 
as  the  steepness  of  slopes,  the  length  of  slope,  soil 
chemistry,  and  composition. 

Examples  of  standards  applied  throughout  the 
resource  area  based  on  these  soil  management 
criteria  are: 

Seasonal  closures  due  to  saturated  soil 
conditions:  At  certain  times  of  the  year,  when 
soil  resource  damage  will  occur  due  to 
saturated  soil  conditions,  use  will  be  precluded 
until  soil  moisture  is  such  that  use  will  not 
degrade  the  soil  resource.  These  closures 
occur  predominately  in  the  spring  and  autumn. 

The  standard  practices  applied  to  surface- 
disturbing  activities  (Appendix  C-2  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS). 


Watershed  Management 


Objective 

Management  objectives  would  be  to  maintain 
or  enhance  the  quality  of  surface  and  ground 
water.  Watersheds  would  be  managed  to  maintain 
or  improve  channel  stability  and  overall 
watershed  conditions. 


Actions 

Management  would  emphasize  the  reduction  of 
soil  erosion  and  sediment  and  salinity  contri- 
butions to  the  Green  River  basin  water  system. 
Practices  applied  to  surface-disturbing  activities 
which  would  help  in  achieving  this  objective  are 
found  in  Appendix  0-2  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  Of 
particular  importance  would  be  those  areas  with 
highly  saline  soils  such  as  the  Soap  Holes  Basin 
and  crucial  watersheds  where  surface  disturb- 
ance would  be  minimized.  These  crucial 
watersheds  are  generally  found  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  ground  water  recharge  zones 
(Map  3). 

A  Level  II  ground  water  study  of  the  Riley 
Ridge/LaBarge  area  would  be  completed  to 
define  the  ground  water  resource  and  to 
determine  what  ground  water  monitoring  and 
protective  measures  are  necessary  in  regard  to 
subsurface  activities  such  as  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  development. 

A  monitoring  program  for  specific  surface 
waters  would  be  initiated  and  conducted  on  an 
annual  basis  to  develop  trends  on  water  quality. 
Recreational  drinking  water  would  also  be 
protected  and  monitored  to  be  in  compliance  with 
EPA  safe-drinking  water  standards. 

Ground  water  quality  would  be  protected  by 
taking  special  precautions  when  surface  dis- 
turbance is  to  occur  on  ground  water  recharge 
zones  (Map  3).  Ground  water  protection  from 
activities  such  as  oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development  would  continue  to  be  provided  by 
applying  the  procedures  described  in  Appendix 
0-3  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  Oriteria  for  determining 
depth  of  fresh  water  are  found  in  Appendix  0-4 
of  this  document. 

The  objectives  for  the  Tip  Top  watershed  (Map 
3)  would  be  to  reduce  erosion  and  channel 
degradation  by  stabilizing  54  acres.  An  activity 
plan  would  be  prepared  to  determine  specific 
actions  to  achieve  these  objectives.  These  could 
include  road  maintenance,  recontouring  and 
reseeding  of  disturbed  sites. 

A  watershed/recreation  plan  would  be  pre- 
pared on  the  Stuart  Point-Mount  Airy  area 
(approximately  10,560  acres)  to  reduce  sedi- 
mentation but  provide  for  ORV  use  as  well.  A  more 
detailed  description  of  this  area  can  be  found  in 
the  ORV  section. 

All  actions  would  comply  with  Executive  Orders 
11988  Floodplain  Management,  and  11990 
Protection  of  Wetlands. 
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Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

Objective 

Wildlife  habitat  management  would  be  oriented 
toward  the  maintenance  of  habitats  to  support 
wildlife  populations  at  1987  Wyoming  Game  and 
Fish  Department  planning  objective  levels. 
Activity  planning  would  emphasize  habitat 
enhancement  and  protection.  Changes  within 
Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  planning 
objective  levels  would  be  considered,  based  on 
habitat  capability  and  availability. 

Wildlife  habitat  activity  planning  would  include 
other  species  as  well  as  federally  listed  threatened 
and  endangered  species  and  the  Colorado  River 
cutthroat  trout. 


Actions 

Threatened  and  endangered  (T&E)  species  and 
their  habitats  would  be  protected.  The  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  would  be  consulted 
on  any  action  with  reasonable  potential  to  affect 
endangered  species  or  their  habitats.  A  biological 
assessment  would  be  prepared  on  all  proposals 
where  T&E  species  habitat  would  or  may  be 
affected  and  a  biological  opinion  would  be  issued 
by  the  USFWS.  Actions  which  would  degrade 
habitat  to  a  point  of  jeopardizing  the  continued 
existence  of  a  T&E  species  would  not  be  allowed. 
All  actions  would  include  consideration  for  T&E 
plant  and  animal  species. 

Potential  habitat  for  T&E  species  would 
continue  to  be  inventoried.  Identification  of 
habitat  occupied  by  T&E  species  and  habitat  with 
potential  to  help  support  these  species  would  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  the  national 
recovery  plans.  Potential  habitat  includes  high 
density  prairie  dog  towns  for  black-footed  ferrets, 
wetlands  for  whooping  cranes,  high  cliffs  over 
riparian  zones  for  peregrine  falcons,  and 
Cottonwood  stands  along  the  Green  and  New 
Fork  rivers  for  bald  eagles.  Management  pre- 
scriptions for  potential  habitat  would  include 
consideration  ifor  future  occupancy  by  T&E 
species.  Key  habitat  characteristics  would  be 
identified  to  help  ensure  maintenance  of  high 
quality  areas  for  natural  reoccupation.  Proposals 
for  introductions  of  T&E  species  on  BLM- 
administered  lands  would  be  evaluated  and 
analyzed,  considering  the  impact  of  other 
activities.  No  T&E  plants  have  been  identified  in 
the  resource  area. 

Habitat  management  plans  (HMPs)  would  be 
prepared  for  the  Deadline-Graphite  elk  habitat 


areas;  the  Mesa,  Miller  Mountain,  and  Bench 
Corral  big  game  winter  ranges;  and  sage 
grouse-antelope  habitat. 

The  East  Front  Aquatic  HMP  would  be 
implemented  to  promote  riparian  habitat  man- 
agement and  protect  the  Colorado  River  cutthroat 
trout  and  a  wetland  update  developed,  as 
specified  in  the  HMP  implementation  schedule. 

Habitat  would  be  enhanced  by  improvements, 
including  development  of  approximately  15  water 
facilities.  Activity  plans  would  be  prepared  to 
determine  improvement  needs  and  locations. 

Seasonal  restrictions,  on  about  461 ,090  acres  of 
crucial  and  noncrucial  winter  range,  would  be 
incorporated  into  all  land  use  authorizations 
where  appropriate  (Map  31). 

High  priority  would  be  given  to  improvement  of 
wildlife  habitat  through  vegetation  manipulation. 
Table  8  presents  potential  opportunities  by 
vegetation  type  and  animal  species  seasonal 
habitat.  Approximately  16,000  acres  suitable  for 
treatment  to  benefit  wildlife  would  be  considered. 
Additional  acreage  may  be  proposed  as  suitable 
areas  are  identified. 

Table  9  describes  restrictions  for  vegetation 
manipulation  for  sagebrush  types  necessary  to 
provide  protection  for  wildlife. 

Predator  control  programs  would  be  coordi- 
nated with  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  Rock 
Springs  District  Animal  Damage  Control  Plan. 

Studies  of  big  game  response  to  oil  and  gas 
development,  by  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish 
Department  (WGFD),  would  be  continued  on  the 
Riley  Ridge  natural  gas  project  area.  Recom- 
mendations from  this  study  would  be  considered 
in  future  development  of  minerals  on  big  game 
ranges. 

Monitoring.  Monitoring  studies  would  continue  to 
be  conducted  to  determine  the  status  of  fisheries 
and  elk  calving  areas.  Road  closures  may  be 
initiated  to  protect  fisheries  and  elk  habitat. 

Habitat  occupied  by  federally  listed  T&E 
species  and  the  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  (a 
Category  2  species)  would  be  monitored  to 
ensure  compliance  with  the  Endangered  Species 
Act. 

Mule  deer,  elk,  antelope,  and  sage  grouse  use 
patterns  would  be  monitored.  Habitat  trend  would 
be  interpreted  through  survey  data  collected  in 
cooperation  with  livestock  and  watershed  studies 
and  monitoring  activities.  Interdisciplinary 
selection  of  key  areas  and  species  would  ensure 
that  crucial  habitats  are  monitored. 
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TABLE  8 


VEGETATIVE  MANIPULATION  OPPORTUNITIES 
(By  Prescribed  Burn) 


Vegetation 
Type 

Species 
Benefitted 

Treatment 
Objectives 

Sagebrush/Grass 

Elk 

Increase  volume  of  grass  forage  on 
winter  range 

Mule  deer 

Increase  early  green  forage  on 
spring/fall  range 

Antelope 

Increase  plant  diversity  and 

forb  component  on  summer  range 

Sage  grouse 

Same  as  antelope 

Aspen-Aspen/Fir 
Complex 

Elk 

Stimulate  aspen  regeneration  and  set 
back  subalpine  fir  invasion 
to  perpetuate  aspen  stands  In 
spring/summer  range 

Mule  deer 

Same  as  elk 

Willow  Bottoms 

Moose 

Increase  willow  regeneration  in  critical 
moose  habitat 

Livestock  Grazing  Management 


Objective 

Vegetation  would  be  managed  to  nnaintain  or 
improve  ecological  range  condition,  and  to 
maintain  or  increase  forage  for  livestock  grazing, 
vi^hile  providing  for  the  maintenance  or 
improvement  of  wildlife  habitat,  watershed,  and 
riparian  areas. 

Objectives  of  the  livestock  management 
program  in  riparian  areas  will  Include  mainte- 
nance, restoration,  and  Improvement  of  riparian 
values  where  livestock  grazing  has  contributed  to 
riparian  management  problems.  Priority  will  be 
given  to  those  areas  identified  as  Colorado  River 
cutthroat  trout  habitat.  Management  actions  may 
include  reductions  In  livestock  numbers,  ad- 
justments In  grazing  distribution  patterns, 
fencing,  herding,  livestock  conversions,  etc. 
Non-allotted  public  lands  containing  riparian 
areas  would  be  managed  according  to  the  same 
objective,  with  emphasis  on  wildlife  and  wa- 
tershed objectives,  but  not  necessarily  to  the 
exclusion  of  livestock  uses. 


Actions 

Allotment   Categorization.   All   allotments   have 
been    placed    Into    a    category    based    on    the 


established  criteria  in  Appendix  D-1  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS.  An  allotment  may  change  from  one 
category  to  another  as  conditions  within  an 
allotment  change.  Initial  categorization  is  40  "I" 
allotments,  140  "M"  allotments,  and  26  "C" 
allotments. 

Allotment  Management  Plans  (AMPs).  New  AMPs 
would  be  written  and  implemented  on  "I" 
allotments  in  the  priority  shown  In  Appendix  D-5. 
Existing  AMPs  on  "I"  allotments  would  be 
modified  to  meet  livestock  objectives  and 
Incorporate  wildlife  and  watershed  objectives  to 
be  obtained  through  livestock  management. 
Existing  AMPs  on  "M"  category  allotments  would 
not  be  modified,  unless  monitoring  and  evalua- 
tion indicate  a  change  in  management  is  needed. 
New  AMPs  or  activity  plans  will  require 
environmental  analyses. 

All  grazing  systems  would  be  designed  to 
maintain  or  improve  plant  diversity.  Specific 
objectives  would  be  determined  during  AMP 
preparation  to  provide  forage  diversity  for 
antelope,  mule  deer,  and  sage  grouse  spring/ 
summer  habitat.  Grazing  systems  would  be 
designed  to  limit  forage  competition  for  forbs  and 
other  desirable  plants,  particularly  in  the  spring 
of  the  year. 

Interagency    Cooperative    Management    Plans. 

Any  cooperative  allotment  management  plans 
prepared  with  other  agencies,  such  as  the  Forest 
Service  and  Soil  Conservation  Service,  would  be 
'^'^nsistent  with  this  land  use  plan. 
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TABLE  9 
HABITAT  GUIDELINES  FOR  BRUSH  CONTROL 


Habitat  Classification 


Proposed  Plan 


Sage  grouse  breeding  complex  (that 
area  within  a  two  mile  radius  of 
an  active  strutting  ground). 

Percentage  restriction  to  be 
applied  on  each  individual  lek  or 
complex  of  leks  within  contiguous 
buffer  areas. 

Crucial  antelope,  mule  deer,  and 
sage  grouse  winter  and  winter 
yearlong  range. ^ 

Crucial  elk  winter  range  and 
winter  yearlong  range. ^ 

Antelope,  elk,  moose,  mule  deer, 
and  sage  grouse  winter,  winter/ 
yearlong,  and  summer  habitat. ^ 


Maximum  of  20  percent  of 
sagebrush  type  treated 
at  any  time. 


No  treatment  unless 
beneficial  to  antelope, 
deer,  and  sage  grouse. 

Maximum  of  40  percent  of 
sagebrush  type  treated 
at  anytime. 

Maximum  of  20  percent  of 
sagebrush  type  treated 
at  any  time. 


1  Percentage  restrictions  are  applied  to  individual  fire  management  units 
as  designated  on  Map  6.  Restricted  wildlife  ranges  are  depicted  on  Maps 
22  through  26. 

Note:  Basic  Assumptions 

1.  If  new  information  indicates  that  wildlife  would  benefit  from  sagebrush 
treatment  at  higher  levels  than  indicated  through  this  process,  upper  levels 
would  be  adjusted  accordingly. 

2.  In  cases  of  seasonal  range  overlap,  the  most  restrictive  constraint  would 
be  applied. 

3.  When  previously  treated  sagebrush  areas  return  to  a  sagebrush  canopy 
cover  of  25  percent  or  greater,  they  would  be  considered  untreated  and 
would  be  added  to  the  base  acreage  available  for  future  treatment  proposals. 

4.  Specific  project  design  and  mitigation  would  be  developed  during  the 
activity  planning  phase. 

5.  Although  only  game  species  habitat  is  specified,  consideration  for  other 
species  associated  with  the  sagebrush  communities  is  built  into  the  treatment 
constraints. 

6.  The  maximum  acreage  available  for  treatment  encompasses  the  entire 
vegetation  type  acreage  in  the  area. 


All  developed  and  senni-developed  recreation 
sites  would  be  closed  to  livestock  grazing. 

Grazing  Preference.  Forage  would  be  available 
for  livestock  grazing  use.  Management  would  also 
provide  for  protection  or  enhancement  of  other 
resource  values.  The  grazing  preference  of 
107,907  animal  unit  months  (AUMs)  would  be 
maintained  or  increased  through  Implementation 
of  AMPs,  range  improvements,  and  vegetation 
manipulation.  An  increase  of  12,450  AUMs  would 
be  available  through  land  treatments  (Appendix 
D-5  in  this  document).  Of  this  increase,  2,636 
AUMs  would  be  in  grazing  use  (preference)  in 
about  20  years. 


The  season  of  use  and  kind  of  livestock  would 
continue  to  be  as  shown  on  Appendix  D-6  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS. 

Range  Improvements.  New  range  improvements 
(Appendix  D-5  in  this  document)  would  be 
implemented  on  "I"  category  allotments  as  first 
priority.  The  range  improvements  on  "M"  and  "C" 
category  allotments  would  be  funded  as  priorities 
allow,  or  they  could  be  implemented  with  other 
funds  such  as  permittees,  other  agencies,  or 
grazing  boards.  New  range  improvements  would 
be  designed  to  the  extent  possible  to  meet 
multiple  use  objectives  for  all  resources.  Pro- 
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posed  improvements  include  approximately 
98,552  acres  of  vegetation  manipulation,  21  water 
developments,  and  56  miles  of  fence.  The 
maintenance  responsibility  of  range  improve- 
ments would  be  assigned  to  the  benefiting  users. 
The  reconstruction  of  range  improvements  would 
be  accomplished  as  needed.  The  anticipated 
range  improvements  have  an  overall  benefit  cost 
ratio  of  1.80:1,  which  means  that  for  each  dollar 
invested,  a  benefit  of  $1.80  would  be  produced 
over  50  years. 

Approximately  98,552  acres  of  vegetation 
would  be  suitable  for  treatment  for  increased 
forage  production  in  the  "I"  and  "M"  allotments. 
Brush  control  guidelines  (Table  9)  have  been 
applied  to  the  acreage  of  vegetation  manipulation 
column  (Appendix  D-5  in  this  document)  to  assist 
in  project  planning  for  allotment  management 
plans  (AMP).  These  figures  were  derived  from 
computer-generated  data  (Geographic  Infor- 
mation System  and  satellite  imagery)  which 
overlayed  crucial  wildlife  ranges  and  brushy 
areas  with  greater  than  an  average  of  35  percent 
canopy  cover. 

The  acreage  displayed  for  each  allotment 
(Appendix  D-5  in  this  document)  under  the 
proposed  plan  is  considered  a  target  figure  for 
potential  range  improvements.  Development  of 
AMPs  will  further  refine  the  acreage  according  to 
livestock  and  wildlife  objectives.  Some  allotments 
show  very  small  acreages  under  this  alternative, 
e.g.,  allotment  number  2000,  Daniel  Ridge  shows 
22  acres.  Because  of  the  high  cost  of  treating  such 
small  areas,  they  probably  would  not  be  treated. 
Other  allotments  containing  large  acreage  (e.g., 
allotment  2031;  Mesa  Common  shows  3,510 
acres)  may  not  receive  the  total  treatment  due  to 
wildlife  considerations  such  as  sage  grouse 
nesting  areas  and  mule  deer  winter  ranges. 
Acreage  of  brush  control  may  increase  or 
decrease  on  certain  allotments  depending  on 
rangeland  management  needs  addressed  in 
AMPs. 

All  brush  control  projects  will  involve  site 
specific  environmental  analysis;  coordination 
with  affected  livestock  operators  and  the  WGFD; 
and  will  include  multiple  use  objectives  for 
livestock,  wildlife,  and  watershed. 

The  vegetation  manipulations  in  the  "I" 
allotments  would  be  financed  by  BLM  monies  and 
other  monies,  if  available.  The  vegetation 
manipulations  in  the  "M"  category  allotments 
could  be  financed  by  other  sources  such  as 
permittees,  other  agencies,  or  grazing  boards. 
BLM  range  improvement  monies  would  not  be 
used  to  finance  vegetation  manipulations  in  the 
"M"  allotments  until  all  the  range  improvements 
are  accomplished  in  the  "I"  category  allotments. 


Prescribed  fire  would  generally  be  the  preferred 
method  of  vegetation  manipulation  for  the 
conversion  of  brushland  to  grassland.  Wildfires 
occurring  in  areas  with  a  prescription,  would  be 
allowed  to  burn  as  long  as  they  remain  within  the 
prescriptions  and  meet  land  use  objectives.  Other 
vegetation  manipulation  methods  would  be 
considered  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 

Water  developments  on  crucial  elk  winter 
ranges  would  only  be  allowed  if  they  do  not  result 
in  adverse  impacts  to  elk. 

Approximately  800  existing  range  improvement 
projects  would  be  maintained.  All  new  project 
development  would  be  required  to  meet  the 
criteria  in  Appendix  D-3  and  Appendix  D-4  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS.  Range  improvements  would  be 
done  in  accordance  with  priorities  established 
through  cost/benefit  analysis.  The  anticipated 
number  and  type  of  improvements  are  discussed 
in  the  following  text. 

Total  project  needs  would  be  considered  for 
each  allotment  before  public  funds  are  spent.  A 
cost/benefit  analysis  would  be  completed  on  an 
allotment  basis  before  range  improvements  are 
constructed. 

To  reduce  streambank  degradation,  salt  blocks 
for  livestock  and  wildlife  use  would  not  be  placed 
within  500  feet  of  live  water,  wetland,  or  riparian 
areas,  unless  activity  plans  show  that  doing  so  is 
necessary  to  meet  management  objectives. 

Forage  Increases.  Long-term  forage  increases 
resulting  from  vegetation  manipulation  would  be 
allocated  to  wildlife,  watershed,  and  livestock,  in 
priority  order,  on  "I"  category  allotments  and  on 
"M"  category  allotments  that  contain  crucial 
wildlife  habitat.  The  allocation  would  consider 
wildlife,  watershed,  and  livestock  grazing 
objectives.  Site  specific  objectives  would  be 
developed  to  identify  each  resource  use  to  receive 
a  forage  allocation.  Actual  forage  allocation 
would  then  be  based  on  site  specific  analysis  and 
must  conform  to  the  multiple  use  objectives  of  the 
allotment  or  habitat  management  plan.  The 
allocation  of  forage  resulting  from  treatments 
financed  by  permittees,  as  in  "M"  category 
allotments  that  do  not  have  crucial  wildlife 
ranges,  would  be  evaluated  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  and  more  forage  may  be  allocated  to 
livestock  grazing  than  to  other  resource  uses. 
This  will  be  performed  in  accordance  with  the 
current  federal  grazing  regulations  including 
consistency  with  the  multiple  use  management 
objectives  set  forth  in  this  document.  For  the 
purpose  of  analysis,  the  allocation  would  be 
approximately  50  percent  for  wildlife  and 
watershed,  with  the  remaining  50  percent  for 
livestock.  Consultation  with  the  affected  parties 
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will  be  necessary  at  the  outset  of  a  forage  increase 
project  to  ensure  satisfactory  proportioning  of  the 
additional  forage. 

The  vegetation  treatments  are  expected  to 
produce  an  additional  12,450  AUMs  in  the  "I"  and 
"M"  category  allotments.  These  AUMs  would  be 
used  to  offset  the  forage  losses  that  result  from 
surface-disturbance  activities.  Forage  and 
vegetation  would  be  set  aside  for  wildlife  and 
watershed,  respectively.  The  net  forage  allocation 
increase  to  livestock  grazing  in  "I"  category 
allotments  would  be  a  total  of  approximately 
2,636  AUMs. 

Combining    and    Splitting    Allotments.    It    may 

become  necessary  to  combine  or  split  some 
allotments  to  meet  management  objectives. 
These  actions  would  be  consistent  with  this  plan 
and  consultation  and  coordination  with  the 
affected  parties  would  occur  prior  to  such  action. 
Presently,  the  East  of  DLE  (2136)  and  Gilchrist 
DLE  (2140)  allotments  have  been  identified  for 
combining. 

Rangeland  Monitoring  and  Evaluation.  Moni- 
toring of  the  range  and  the  vegetation  resource 
would  be  conducted  at  a  level  sufficient  to  detect 
changes  in  grazing  use,  trend,  and  range 
conditions  in  order  to  support  and  direct  grazing 
management  decisions  consistent  with  national 
policy.  The  "M"  and  "C"  allotments  would  be 
monitored  at  a  low  intensity.  Ecological  range  site 
condition  mapping  would  be  completed. 

A  monitoring  plan  would  be  developed  for 
identified  "I"  and  "M"  category  allotments.  The 
level  of  monitoring  would  depend  on  the  category 
of  allotment.  Appendix  D-2  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
shows  the  criteria  for  a  monitoring  plan  for  the 
Pinedale  Resource  Area. 

Priorities  would  be  assigned  to  "I"  category 
allotments  on  the  basis  of  resource  conflicts, 
resource  condition,  and  opportunities.  Some  "I" 
allotments  should  be  monitored  intensively; 
others  should  only  need  range  improvement 
projects  to  improve  livestock  distribution  and 
then  they  should  be  moved  to  the  "M"  category. 
Studies  and  monitoring  on  "M"  and  "C" 
allotments  would  be  low  intensity. 

Each  allotment  would  be  monitored  for 
resource  conditions,  and  effectiveness  of  man- 
agement practices,  and  facilities.  This  would 
include  evaluation  and  analysis  of  monitoring 
data,  and  range  inspection  tours  by  BLM 
personnel  and  affected  users  to  jointly  evaluate 
on-the-ground  conditions.  Any  necessary 
adjustments  in  stocking  levels  or  other  man- 
agement practices  including  changes  or  addi- 
tions to  existing  management  facilities  would  be 


based  on  allotment  monitoring  and  user  con- 
sultation. Licensing  of  grazing  use  would 
continue  at  existing  levels  until  monitoring 
indicates  a  modification  is  necessary. 

Nonallotted  Public  Lands.  The  20,991  acres  of 
unallotted  public  lands  would  be  considered  for 
allocation  on  a  case-by-case  basis  in  accordance 
with  RMP  goals  and  objectives.  The  number  of 
AUMs  to  be  allocated  would  not  be  determined 
until  after  the  lands  have  been  evaluated. 

Conversions  In  Kind.  Conversions  from  cattle  to 
sheep  would  generally  not  be  allowed  on  the 
crucial  antelope  and  deer  winter  ranges.  Con- 
versions in  kind  would  be  evaluated  on  a 
case-by-case  basis,  including  an  environmental 
analysis,  and  would  be  allowed  if  in  conformance 
with  the  goals  and  objectives  of  the  RMP. 

Noxious  Weeds.  Noxious  weeds  would  be 
controlled  through  continuation  of  the  existing 
noxious  weed  program  within  the  resource  area. 
The  authorization  of  and  guidelines  for  noxious 
weed  control  are  documented  in  the  Northern  Area 
Weed  Control  Program  EIS  (1987). 

Elk  Winter  Range.  Adequate  forage  for  wintering 
elk  would  be  provided  to  the  extent  possible 
(population  levels  based  on  Wyoming  Game  and 
Fish  Department  1987  population  objectives)  in 
the  Bench  Corral,  Miller  Mountain-Fort  Hill,  Riley 
Ridge,  and  Graphite  elk  winter  ranges.  This  could 
be  accomplished  through  a  combination  of 
livestock  grazing  adjustment  and  vegetation 
manipulation. 


Riparian 


Objective 

All    resource    uses    would    be    managed    to 
maintain,  restore,  or  improve  riparian  values. 


Actions 

Refer  to  actions  described   under  all   other 
programs  for  accomplishing  riparian  objectives. 


Wild  Horse  Management 


Objective 

Resolve  conflicts  for  water  and  forage  between 
wild  horses  and  other  resource  uses. 


20 


ALTERNATIVES 


Actions 

All  wild  horses  would  be  removed  from  the  the 
resource  area  and  made  available  for  adoption 
through  the  BLM  Adopt-A-Horse  Program.  The 
wild  horse  herd  area  designation  would  be 
removed. 

No  forage  would  be  allocated  for  wild  horses 
in  the  Desert  and  LaBarge  Herd  areas.  Wild  horse 
roundups  would  be  conducted  in  the  Desert  and 
LaBarge  areas. 


Forest  Management 


Objective 

The  forest  resource  would  be  managed  to 
provide  a  supply  of  forest  products  to  the  various 
segments  of  the  public,  e.g.,  individual  and 
commercial  vendors.  All  forest  management 
activities  must  be  consistent  with  other  resource 
management  objectives. 


Actions 

The  forest  management  actions  reflect  the 
allocation  of  forested  acres  to  benefit  or  maintain 
various  resource  values,  including  forestry. 
Accordingly,  all  forested  land  in  the  planning  area 
has  been  classified  into  four  categories: 

Category  1,  Intensive  Management,  would 
include  areas  where  the  forested  lands  would 
be  managed  for  multiple-use,  but  with 
emphasis  placed  on  forest  product  utilization 
and  forest  management  activities. 

Category  2,  Restricted  Management,  would 
include  forested  lands  where  wildlife, 
watershed,  and  recreation  resource  values 
would  be  emphasized  and  actions  such  as 
partial  cutting,  extended  forest  crop  rotations, 
etc.,  or  other  restrictions  to  forest  management, 
would  be  applied. 

Category  3,  Management  to  Enhance  or 
Maintain  Other  Resources,  would  only  allow 
forest  management  activities  (e.g.,  harvesting 
or  thinning)  on  lands  in  this  category  when 
such  activities  would  benefit  resources  or 
values  other  than  forestry  or  would  promote 
public  safety.  All  forest  lands  included  in  this 
category  would  not  be  included  in  the  forest 
management  base  or  in  timber  harvest 
calculations. 

Category  4,  No  Forest  Management,  would 
include  all  areas  where  forest  management  ■'^ 
excluded. 


Table  10  shows  the  acreage  distribution  by 
management  category.  Approximately  24,223 
acres  of  commercial  conifer  would  be  available 
for  production  of  forest  products.  Of  this  24,223 
acres,  approximately  20,836  acres  would  be 
subject  to  harvest  method/equipment  use  and 
minimum  cover  level  restrictions  (Category  2). 
The  remaining  3,387  acres  would  be  unrestricted, 
except  for  general  forest  management  guidelines 
applicable  to  all  forest  management  activities 
(Category  1).  Approximately  13,506  acres  of 
woodland  (Categories  1  and  2)  would  be  available 
for  forest  product  disposals  on  a  demand  basis. 
An  additional  3,113  commercial  conifer  and 
woodland  acres  would  be  removed  from  the  forest 
base  (Categories  3  and  4).  The  1,611  acres  in 
Category  3  would  be  available  for  forest 
management  activities  when  such  activities  are 
deemed  necessary  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  the 
resource  being  protected  or  to  promote  public 
safety. 

General  forest  management  activities  would 
include  harvesting,  thinning,  and  reforestation 
activities.  The  Proposed  Plan  is  based  on  the 
assumption  that  implementation  funding  would 
be  available  and  that  needed  access  is  acquired 
(refer  to  Access).  Should  funding  be  reduced  or 
eliminated,  or  should  needed  access  not  be 
acquired,  commensurate  reductions  in  harvest, 
thinning,  and  reforestation  levels  would  be 
required. 

The  forested  lands  in  Categories  1  and  2  would 
be  managed  to  produce  approximately  2,810 
acres  of  timber  harvesting  over  the  next  20  years 
with  an  estimated  volume  of  18.2  million  board 
feet  (mmbf).  The  18.2  mmbf  harvest  estimate  is 
based  upon  the  area  average  of  6,478  board  feet 
per  acre;  however,  actual  harvest  volumes  may 
vary  depending  on  the  individual  stand  or  stands 
being  harvested  (USDI  1985a).  The  harvest 
acreage  is  based  on  two  situations.  Where  high 
wildlife  values  occur,  additional  harvesting  would 
be  allowed  as  logged  or  burned  areas  presently 
out  of  cover  regain  their  cover  status.  Where 
wildlife  values  are  not  an  overriding  concern,  the 
harvesting  would  be  based  on  the  allowable 
harvest/sustained  yield  levels.  Accordingly,  the 
resource  area  was  divided  into  four  forest 
management  units:  Deadline-Pinegrove,  North 
Piney,  Miller  Mountain,  and  Eastside-Hoback. 
The  Deadline-Pinegrove,  North  Piney,  and  Miller 
Mountain  units  have  high  wildlife  concerns, 
consequently,  they  would  be  managed  to  provide 
specific  cover  levels,  i.e.,  92  percent  (of  the  total 
conifer  acreage)  in  Deadline-Pinegrove  unit,  85 
percent  in  North  Piney,  and  90  percent  in  Miller 
Mountain.  Timber  harvesting  in  these  units  would 
be  designed  to  meet  the  cover  objective  on  a 
•"""^r-to-year  basis;  however,  fluctuations  would 
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TABLE  10 
TIMBER  ACREAGE  ALLOCATIONS  FOR  THE  PROPOSED  PLAN 


Commercial 
Category 

Conifer^ 

Woodland^ 

Total 

Category  13 

3,387 

1,923 

5,310 

Category  24 

Riparian  Buffer^ 
Deadline-Pinegrove  Unit 
North  Piney  Unit 
Miller  Mountain  Unit 
Scab  Creek  Area 

112 

12,126 

4,450 

3.964 

184 

80 

3,330 

4,097 

3,805 

271 

192 

15,456 

8,547 

7,769 

455 

Category  3^ 

Fort  Hill  (elk  winter  range) 
Elk  Feedgrounds 

277 
783 

145 
406 

422 
1,189 

Category  4^ 

Rock  Creek  ACEC  (drainage  only) 

1,322 

180 

1,502 

Total  Acreage 

26,605 

14,237 

40,842 

Acres  Available  for  Forest 
Management  (Categories  1  &  2) 

24,223 

13,506 

37,729 

Acres  Not  Available  for  Forest 
Management  (Categories  3  &  4) 

2,382 

731 

3,113 

^  Commercial  conifer  consists  of  lodgepole  pine,  Douglas-fir,  and  the  spruce-fir  tree 
species.  It  also  contains  nonstocked  stands  capable  of  supporting  these  species  or  species 
groups. 

2  Woodland  consists  of  aspen  and  limber  pine. 

3  Lands  available  for  intensive  management  of  forest  products. 
*  Lands  available  for  restricted  management  of  forest  products. 

5  Riparian  Buffer  includes  only  those  riparian  acres  not  included  in  other  restrictions. 

6  Land  where  forest  acreage  would  be  managed  to  enhance  other  resources. 
^  Lands  not  available  for  management  of  forest  products. 


be  allowed  to  permit  the  disposal  of  forest 
products  in  logical  and  economic  units  and  to 
maintain  a  sustained  harvest  level. 

The  Eastside-Hoback  unit  does  not  have  the 
cumulative  wildlife  concerns  which  occur  within 
the  other  units;  therefore,  it  does  not  have  a 
specific  cover  level  objective  and  will  be  managed 
to  provide  forest  products  based  on  sustained 
yield  as  previously  stated.  Wildlife  and  other 
resource  mitigation  would  be  accomplished 
through  sale  layout  criteria.  Including  road 
closures  and  harvest  design. 

The  2,810-acre  proposed  harvest  level  would 
Include  all  logging  on  previously  unharvested 
areas.  It  also  includes  tree  removal  on  previously 
logged  partial  cut  areas  where  there  is  sufficient 
tree  density  to  provide  either  hiding  or  thermal 
cover,  i.e.,  the  proposed  harvest  level  includes  all 


harvesting  that  would  result  In  a  reduction  of  elk 
cover.  Harvesting  on  previously  logged  (partial 
cut)  areas  where  there  are  too  few  residual  trees 
to  provide  hiding  or  thermal  cover  would  not 
constitute  a  reduction  of  cover  and  therefore 
would  be  in  addition  to  the  proposed  harvest 
acreage.  Specifically,  the  additional  harvest 
acreage  would  Include  approximately  450  acres 
(230  acres  on  Miller  Mountain  and  220  acres  on 
Deadline  Ridge).  These  areas  are  existing  seed 
tree  harvest  units  where,  generally,  an  average  of 
less  than  50  residual,  commercial  trees  per  acre 
were  left  standing.  Harvest  would  be  Implemented 
to  remove  residual  trees  where  sufficient 
reforestation  has  occurred.  Removal  of  seed  trees 
would  be  accomplished  In  a  manner  that  would 
help  promote  further  growth  of  younger  trees. 
Where  young  trees  have  grown  to  elk  hiding  cover 
status,  the  partial  cuts  would  be  designed  to 
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maintain  the  cover  provided  by  the  regrov\/th. 
Where  young  trees  are  too  small  to  provide  elk 
hiding  cover,  care  would  be  taken  to  minimize 
damage  to  regrowth  from  overstory  removal. 

Annual  harvest  levels  would  include  approxi- 
mately 137  acres,  but  this  may  vary  to  meet 
individual  sale  area  objectives.  Harvest  volumes 
would  also  vary,  depending  on  the  annual  harvest 
acreage,  harvest  methods,  and  individual  sale 
conditions.  Specific  harvest  sequences, 
acreages,  and  anticipated  volumes  would  be 
established  in  a  forest  management  plan,  which 
would  establish  a  20-year  harvest  schedule.  All 
plans  will  be  coordinated  with  adjacent  land- 
owners, the  USPS,  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish 
Department,  and  other  interested  parties.  Spe- 
cific items  to  be  addressed  in  the  individual  timber 
sale  plan  and  environmental  assessments  would 
include: 

1.  Approximate  harvest  units  and  proposed 
harvest  methods. 

2.  Existing  road  locations. 

3.  Proposed  new  roads. 

4.  Roads  to  be  closed. 

5.  Harvest  acreages. 

6.  Environmental  mitigations. 

7.  Coordination  with  other  resource  programs 
and  interests. 

In  addition  to  harvest,  approximately  1,200 
acres  of  precommercial  thinning  would  occur 
during  the  20-year  period  (USDI  1985a).  Pre- 
commercial thinning  projects  would  generally  be 
designed  to  achieve  an  8-foot  spacing  (e.g., 
roughly  680  trees  per  acre  would  be  left  uncut) 
and  should  not  significantly  affect  cover  levels 
(Table  11). 

The  2,810-acre  harvest  acreage  would  be 
derived  from  four  individual  management  units. 
Each  unit  has  different  conditions,  concerns, 
objectives,  and  management  prescriptions  but  all 
are  subject  to  the  following  restrictions: 

1.  Generally,  no  clearcutting  or  tracked  or 
wheel-type  equipment  operations  would  be 
allowed  within  a  100-foot  buffer  of  a  riparian 
area.  Exceptions  would  require  supporting 
site-specific  environmental  analysis. 

2.  Logging  operations  on  slopes  steeper  than  45 
percent  would  be  limited  to  technologically, 
environmentally,  and  economically  accept- 
able methods  such  as  cable  yarding  and(or) 
horse  skidding.  Prior  to  allowing  logging  on 
slopes  over  45  percent,  a  site-specific 
analysis  would  be  completed. 


TABLE  11 

TIMBER  HARVEST  AND  THINNING 
LEVELS  PER  DECADE1 


Harvest  Level  (mmbf) 

9.1 

Harvest  Acreage^ 

1,405.0 

Precommercial  Thinning3 

600.0 

Total  Acreage  Involved 

2,005.0 

Average  Acres 
Involved/Year 

200.5 

Average  Volume 
Harvested/Year  (mmbf) 

0.91 

1  Harvest  acreage  and  volume  and  thinning 
would  be  from  Categories  1  and  2  (lands 
available  for  intensive  forest  management 
and  lands  available  for  restricted  forest 
management)  described  in  the  Affected 
Environment  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

2  Harvest  acreage  figures  assume  an  average 
volume/acre  of  6,478  board  feet  (USDI  1985a) 
and  reflect  a  combination  of  clearcut  and 
partial  cut  harvesting,  as  well  as  commercial 
thinning. 

3  Precommercial  thinnings  would  generally 
be  designed  to  leave  a  tree  every  eight  feet 
or  approximately  680  trees  per  acre  and 
should  not  result  in  reductions  in  cover  ratios. 

3.  No  logging  activities  would  be  allowed  from 
November  15  through  April  30  in  crucial  elk 
winter  ranges  and  adjacent  to  elk  feed- 
grounds,  and  from  May  1  through  June  30  in 
elk  calving  areas. 

4.  Generally,  clearcut  harvest  units  will  adhere 
to  the  BLM  Wyoming  State  Office  guidance 
of  25  acres  per  individual  unit.  However,  to 
allow  flexibility  to  manage  special  situations 
(such  as  controlling  insect  or  disease 
infestations,  salvaging  timber  damaged  by 
wildfire  or  weather,  or  meeting  other 
resource  needs)  the  clearcut  size  may  be 
extended  to  40  acres  per  unit. 

5.  Regeneration  in  harvest  units  and  burned 
areas  must  provide  elk  hiding  cover  (vege- 
tation capable  of  hiding  90  percent  of  an  adult 
elk  at  a  distance  equal  to  or  less  than  200 
feet),  or  must  achieve  preharvest  stocking 
levels  (numbers  of  trees  per  acre)  with  12-  to 
15-foot  tall  trees,  before  timber  harvesting 
would  be  allowed  in  adjacent  stands. 
Exceptions  would  be  allowed  for  emergency 
salvage  of  insect-  or  disease-infested  timber 
and  weather-  or  fire-damaged  timber. 
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6.  Slash  disposal  would  be  tailored  to  the 
individual  harvest  unit  to  promote  reforest- 
ation, minimize  erosion,  and  allow  big  game 
movement.  Methods  that  would  be  employed 
include  broadcast  burning,  piling  and 
burning,  lopping  and  scattering,  chipping, 
and  roller  chopping. 

7.  Timber  harvesting  practices  would  be  con- 
sistent with  accepted  silvicultural  guidelines 
for  each  species  but  would  also  reflect 
individual  stand  conditions  or  other  resource 
and  environmental  concerns. 

In  addition  to  the  preceeding  restrictions,  all 
forest  management  activities  would  adhere  to  the 
following  general  guidelines: 

Timber  access  roads  would  be  constructed  to 
the  minimum  standard  necessary  to  safely 
remove  timber  and  would  be  consistent  with 
surface  disturbance  mitigation  guidelines. 
However,  where  such  roads  would  be  needed 
for  other  public  purposes,  a  higher  road 
standard  would  be  applied.  Generally,  all  new 
timber  sale  roads  would  be  closed  once  logging 
and  associated  activities  are  completed. 
Existing  roads  will  also  be  evaluated,  and  roads 
not  necessary  for  management  activities  will  be 
closed.  Actual  methods  of  road  closures  will  be 
determined  through  site-specific  analysis. 

Generally,  reforestation  measures  (natural  or 
artificial)  would  be  applied  to  logged  or  burned 
areas  until  sufficient  regeneration  would  assure 
adequate  stocking  for  the  next  forest  crop. 
Other  intensive  forest  management  practices, 
such  as  thinning,  would  be  applied  to  support 
and  sustain  the  approved  annual  harvest  level. 
Artificial  reforestation  would  be  conducted  to 
the  extent  necessary  to  eliminate  the  current 
reforestation  backlog  of  approximately  460 
acres  and  to  ensure  that  minimum  stocking 
levels  on  new  clearcuts  are  achieved  within  15 
years  after  harvesting. 

Aspen  stand  management  would  generally 
be  designed  with  emphasis  on  wildlife  habitat 
maintenance  and  enhancement;  however, 
aspen  stands  would  also  be  utilized  for  wood 
products  on  a  demand  basis.  The  demand  for 
aspen  is  low,  approximately  10  to  15  cords  per 
year  and  is  anticipated  to  increase  commen- 
surately  with  the  population  growth. 

Other  than  for  emergency  salvage  of 
damaged  or  dead  trees  and  for  public 
protection,  no  forest  product  harvesting  would 
be  allowed  in  the  Scab  Creek  campground  (30 
acres).  Campers  would  be  allowed  to  obtain 
firewood  from  designated  areas. 


All  forest  lands,  except  for  1,502  acres  in  the 
Rock  Creek  ACEC  watershed  drainage  and 
5,998  acres  in  the  Scab  Creek  area,  would  be 
available  for  emergency  salvage  of  timber 
damaged  or  killed  through  insects,  disease, 
wildfire,  or  other  such  events. 

Acreage  allocations  would  provide  for 
retention  of  old  growth  timber  for  wildlife 
species  dependent  on  old  growth,  such  as  pine 
marten,  and  would  add  to  the  successional 
diversity  of  the  timber  types. 

The  silvicultural  harvesting  and  environ- 
mental guidelines  described  in  Appendix  E  of 
the  draft  RMP/EIS  would  be  applied. 

Develop  forest  management  plans  as  needed 
to  implement  the  forest  management  actions 
outlined. 

Within  the  general  forest  management  objec- 
tive and  guidelines,  each  of  the  four  management 
units,  as  evidenced  in  the  following  discussion, 
has  separate  sub-objectives  and  planned  actions. 

Deadline-Pinegrove  Unit.  The  Deadline- 
Pinegrove  unit  would  be  managed  to  give  full 
protection  to  the  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout 
in  the  Rock  Creek  drainage  and  to  maintain 
October  1985  levels  of  forest  cover  for  wildlife  in 
the  remainder  of  the  unit.  The  existing  forest 
cover  level  is  defined  as  all  forested  acres  in  the 
unit,  excluding  approximately  953  acres  (roughly 
8  percent  of  the  conifer  base),  which  is  currently 
out  of  cover  status  due  to  past  timber  harvesting. 

Consistent  with  the  objective  to  maintain 
commercial  conifer  cover  levels,  an  additional  953 
acres  would  be  available  for  harvest  over  the  next 
20  years.  The  953-acre  figure  includes  those  acres 
under  timber  sale  contract  but  not  logged  as  of 
October  1985.  Timber  harvesting,  within  the 
953-acre  parameter,  would  be  allowed  as  existing 
logged  or  burned  areas  resume  providing 
acceptable  elk  hiding  cover  or  are  at  least 
restocked  to  the  preharvest  tree  density  with  12- 
to  15-foot  tall  trees.  Should  this  not  be  achieved, 
the  20-year  harvest  level  would  be  commensu- 
rately  reduced  to  maintain  the  October  1985  cover 
level.  Further  reductions  may  be  necessary  due 
to  uncontrolled  events  such  as  wildfire  or 
harvesting  for  other  development  activities.  Loss 
of  conifer  cover  to  other  activities.  Categories  1 
and  2,  would  be  considered  part  of  the  allowable 
harvest  acreage. 

Increases  in  the  timber  harvest  level  and  a 
commensurate  decrease  in  wildlife  cover  would 
be  allowed  in  the  event  that  other  conflicting  uses 
subside  and  providing  that  such  decreases  in  the 
cover  level  would  not  reduce  the  elk  population 
below  the  1987  target  level  in  the  Wyoming  Game 
and  Fish  planning  objectives. 
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In  addition  to  these  general  restrictions,  several 
specific  restrictions  apply  only  to  the 
Deadline-Pinegrove  Unit: 

1.  All  forest  management  activities  would  be 
excluded  in  the  Rock  Creek  drainage. 

2.  A  minimum  of  90  percent  of  the  conifer 
acreage  in  the  Graphite  and  Riley  Ridge 
crucial  elk  winter  ranges  would  be  main- 
tained. Annual  cover  level  fluctuations  would 
not  be  allowed  except  for  emergency  salvage. 

3.  No  clearcutting  or  road  construction  would 
be  allowed  within  1,000  feet  of  the  Beaver 
Creek.  Exceptions  would  be  granted  only  if 
assurance  can  be  given  that  such  actions 
would  not  adversely  affect  crucial  Colorado 
River  cutthroat  trout  habitat. 

North  Piney  Unit.  The  North  Piney  unit  would  be 
managed  to  give  full  protection  to  the  elk 
feedgrounds  and  to  maintain  existing  (October 
1985)  levels  of  forest  cover  for  wildlife,  primarily 
elk. 

Approximately  680  acres  would  be  harvested 
for  forest  products  during  the  next  20  years, 
including  32  acres  presently  under  timber  sale 
contract  but  not  logged.  This  harvest  acreage  also 
assumes  that  all  conifer  acres  currently  not 
producing  elk  cover  would  regain  cover  status 
within  the  20-year  period;  that  all  losses  of  all 
conifer  cover,  regardless  of  the  source,  in 
Categories  1  and  2  would  be  considered  part  of 
the  allowable  harvest  level;  and  that  all  acres 
under  timber  sale  contract  but  not  logged  would 
count  toward  the  20-year  harvest  level.  All  forest 
management  activities  would  be  excluded  from 
the  Finnegan  and  North  Piney  elk  feedgrounds, 
except  when  such  management  would  be 
necessary  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  the 
feedground  environment. 

Miller  Mountain  Unit.  The  Miller  Mountain  unit 
would  be  managed  to  provide  full  protection  to 
forested  portions  of  the  Fort  Hill-Fontenelle  elk 
winter  range  and  to  maintain  approximately  90 
percent  of  the  conifer  acreage  in  the  remainder 
of  the  unit  in  cover  for  wildlife. 

Approximately  396  acres  or  10  percent  of  the 
conifer  base,  excluding  the  Fort  Hill  winter  range, 
would  be  harvested  during  the  next  20  years.  The 
assumptions  made  for  the  Deadline-Pinegrove 
and  the  North  Piney  units  would  also  apply  to  the 
harvest  level  for  this  unit.  Forest  management 
activities  would  be  excluded  from  the  Fort  Hill  elk 
winter  range.  Exceptions  would  be  allowed  for 
emergency  salvage  when  the  wildlife  would 
benefit. 


Eastside-Hoback  Unit.  The  Eastside-Hoback  unit 
would  be  managed  to  give  full  protection  to  the 
forested  portions  of  the  elk  feedgrounds  and  to 
manage  the  remaining  forested  lands  for  forest 
products  on  an  allowable  harvest/sustained  yield 
basis. 

All  forest  management  activities  would  be 
excluded  from  the  Franz  elk  feedground.  Salvage 
and  sanitation  harvests  would  be  allowed  when 
necessary  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  the 
feedground  environment. 

On  the  remainder  of  the  unit,  approximately  781 
acres  would  be  harvested  for  forest  products  over 
the  next  20  years,  based  on  and  prorated  from 
figures  in  USDI  1985a  (adjusted  operational  limits 
solution). 

In  addition  to  the  general  restrictions,  the 
removal  of  forest  products  in  about  1,764  acres 
of  the  Scab  Creek  area  would  be  limited  to  partial 
cutting.  Horse  yarding  would  be  required  in  areas 
not  adjacent  to  existing  roads  and  trails.  No  new 
roads  would  be  allowed. 

Table  12  displays  the  timber  harvest  objectives 
for  each  management  unit.  The  "Proposed 
Percent  Out-of-Cover"  column  reflects  the 
maximum  yearly  out-of-cover  objective  for  the 
Deadline-Pinegrove,  North  Piney,  and  Miller 
Mountain  units.  It,  however,  does  not  reflect  an 
objective  for  the  Eastside-Hoback  unit  but  rather 
shows  a  harvest  projection  based  on  the 
sustained  yield  for  the  unit. 

Sales  of  minor  forest  products  (firewood, 
Christmas  trees,  posts,  poles,  and  wildlings) 
would  be  made  available  to  individuals  and  to 
commercial  vendors  from  all  four  management 
units.  Minor  forest  product  sales  would  be 
conducted  on  all  forest  areas,  except  where 
specifically  excluded  (e.g.,  the  Rock  Creek 
drainage  and  7,636  acres  in  the  Scab  Creek  area). 
Mitigations  to  protect  other  resources  were 
developed  in  a  programmatic  forestry  environ- 
mental assessment  and  decision  record  (USDI 
1982b)  and  would  be  applied  to  each  sale.  Based 
on  past  trend  and  anticipated  population  growth, 
the  estimated  demand  for  minor  forest  products 
would  increase  from  the  current  level  of  75,000 
board  feet  (mbf)  and  1,000  Christmas  trees 
annually  to  approximately  125  mbf  and  1,500 
Christmas  trees  annually  in  about  10  years. 
Specific  harvest  areas  would  be  established 
through  activity  plans.  Approximately  5,998  acres 
of  timber  in  the  Scab  Creek  area  would  not  be 
available  for  harvest. 
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TABLE  12 
TIMBER  HARVEST  LEVELS  BY  MANAGEMENT  UNIT 


Unit 

Conifer/ 

Cover 
Acreage^ 

Acres  Out 
of  Cover2 

Present 

Percent  Out 

of  Cover 

Proposed 

Harvest 

Acres 

Proposed 

Maximum 

Percent  Out 

of  Cover 

Expected 
Volume 
(mmbf) 

Deadline-Pinegrove 

12,126 

953 

8 

953 

8 

6.2 

North  Piney 

4,450 

680 

15 

680 

15 

4.4 

Miller  Mountain 

3,964 

209 

5 

396 

10 

2.6 

Eastside/Hoback 

3,683 

23 

1 

781 

21 

5.0 

Total 

24,223 

1,865 

8 

2,810 

12 

18.2 

1  Excludes  forest  acres  where  forest  management  activities  would  be  prohibited. 

2  Source:  USDI  1985b. 


Wilderness  Management 


Objective 

Recomnnendations  by  BLM  for  designation  or 
nondesignation  of  wilderness  study  areas  (WSAs) 
as  wilderness  are  subnnitted  to  Congress  through 
the  Director  of  the  BLM,  the  Secretary  of  Interior 
and  the  President.  Whatever  decision  is  made  by 
Congress  would  become  a  part  of  the  Proposed 
Plan.  Proposed  wilderness  areas  would  be 
managed  for  wilderness  values  in  accordance 
with  the  decision  of  Congress. 


Actions 

The  two  wilderness  study  areas  (WSAs)  in  the 
planning  area,  the  Scab  Creek  ISA  and  the  Lake 
Mountain  WSA  (Map  27),  were  evaluated  in  two 
previous  wilderness  EISs  (USDI  1981b  and  USDI 
1983).  As  a  result  of  these  analyses,  the  BLM 
recommended  the  Scab  Creek  ISA  for  desig- 
nation as  wilderness  and  the  Lake  Mountain  WSA 
for  nondesignation  as  wilderness.  Both  recom- 
mendations are  pending  further  processing  and 
Congressional  decision.  The  Congressional 
decisions  will  be  incorporated  into  the  approved 
Pinedale  RMP.  Until  Congress  acts,  these  WSAs 
will  be  managed  under  the  interim  wilderness 
management  policy. 

If  Congress  should  designate  one  or  both  of  the 
WSAs  (partially  or  wholly)  as  wilderness,  the 
management  of  the  designated  areas  would  be  for 
wilderness  values,  as  described  in  the  appropriate 
wilderness  EIS.  If  Congress  should  not  designate 


one  or  both  areas  (partially  or  wholly)  as 
wilderness,  the  management  of  the  nondesig- 
nated  areas  would  be  in  accordance  with  the 
selected  and  approved  Pinedale  RMP.  Thus,  the 
alternatives  addressed  and  analyzed  in  this 
RMP/EIS  include  multiple  use  management 
alternatives  covering  both  of  the  WSAs  along  with 
the  rest  of  the  planning  area.  In  so  doing,  the  two 
WSAs  lose  their  identity  and  the  WSA  boundaries 
are  immaterial  and  would  essentially  be  dis- 
solved. 

No   other   potential   wilderness   areas   to   be 
evaluated  in  this  RMP/EIS  have  been  identified. 


Visual  Resource  Management 
(VRM) 


Objective 

The  visual  management  class  for  some  areas 
would  be  established  at  lower  levels  than  the 
existing  inventory  classification,  to  lessen  the 
burden  of  unnecessary  mitigation  of  impacts  to 
visual  values.  The  VRM  class  would  be  raised  in 
other  areas  to  further  protect  visual  values.  The 
boundaries  shown  on  Map  9  would  be  defined  in 
greater  detail  at  a  future  date,  after  inventory  and 
evaluation  is  completed. 


Actions 

The  visual  resource  management  boundaries 
and  acreages  are  shown  on  Map  9  and  Table  13. 


26 


^  Scab  Creek  Area 

Scab  Creek  Proposed  Wilderness  Area 
i:^-^§l  Lake  Mountain  Wilderness  Study  Area 


R    115W. 


R.  114  W.*'-"'''r.  113  W.    R.112W. 


Map  27 

WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREAS/ 

PROPOSED  WILDERNESS 

Pinedale  Resource  Management  Plan 


Class  I  -  Rock  Creek  ACEC 

Class  I  -  Scab  Creek  Proposed  Wilderness  Area 

Class 

Class 

Class  IV 


10  15  20  KUometers 


R.115W.        R.  IMW**-*^.  113W.    R.  112W 


Map  9 

VISUAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 

PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 

Pinedale  Resource  Management  Plan 


ALTERNATIVES 


TABLE  13 

VISUAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 
CLASSIFICATIONS  AND  ACREAGE^ 


Classification 


Proposed  Plan 


I 

II 
III 
IV 

Total 


12,036 
215,826 
594,809 
795,329 

1,618,000 


1  All  lands  in  the  planning  area  were  rated; 
however,  only  the  BLM-administered  lands 
will  be  managed  for  these  visual  classes. 


A  program  would  be  initiated  to  improve  the 
visual  quality  of  oil  fields  in  the  planning  area  by 
working  with  the  companies  to  reduce  the  visual 
impact  of  existing  facilities.  Such  methods  as 
painting,  screening,  and  reclamation  may  be 
used.  Projects  of  all  types  (e.g.,  timber  harvest,  oil 
and  gas  activities,  construction  of  range 
improvements,  etc.)  within  established  VRM  class 
areas  would  be  required  to  conform  with  the 
objectives  and  characteristics  of  the  management 
class,  or  the  project  would  be  modified  in  order 
to  meet  the  VRM  class  objective. 


Off-Road  Vehicle  (ORV) 
Management 


Objective 

The  objective  of  off-road  vehicle  management 
would  be  to  allow  the  legitimate  use  of  off-road 
vehicles  where  possible,  and  provide  adequate 
protection  to  identified  sensitive  resources, 
especially  wintering  wildlife.  ORV  open  use  areas 
would  be  provided  near  major  communities  to 
allow  for  recreational  ORV  uses.  The  entire 
planning  area  would  be  designated  as  either 
"open,"  "closed,"  or  "limited  to  ORV  uses."  The 
majority  of  the  area  would  be  designated  as 
"limited"  (i.e.,  having  travel  limited  to  existing 
roads  and  trails,  except  for  over-the-snow 
vehicles). 


Actions  (refer  to  Map  10) 

Table  14  shows  the  ORV  designations  for  the 
entire  resource  area. 


The  Bench  Corral  elk  winter  range  would  be 
closed  to  all  ORV  use,  including  over-the-snow 
vehicles,  from  November  15  through  April  30. 
Lands  around  the  Franz,  Finnegan,  and  North 
Piney  feedgrounds  would  also  be  closed  to 
ORV  use  and  unauthorized  human  presence 
from  November  15  through  April  30. 

The  Deer  Hills,  Oil  Field,  and  Mesa  deer  and 
antelope  winter  ranges  would  have  a  winter 
travel  limitation  restricting  vehicle  travel  from 
November  15  through  April  30  on  an  as  needed 
basis.  These  seasonal  limitations  would  be 
implemented  in  cooperation  with  the  Wyoming 
Game  and  Fish  Department  during  severe 
winters  or  periods  of  important  conflict  with  the 
wildlife  wintering  in  these  areas.  Exceptions 
would  be  granted  for  permitted  uses. 

About  1 20  acres  in  the  Holden  Hill  area  would 
be  closed  to  all  ORV  use. 

ORV  open  areas  would  be  established 
adjacent  to  the  towns  of  Pinedale  and  Big  Piney 
to  provide  intensive  use  areas  for  ORVs,  after 
completion  of  a  site  specific  activity  plan 
involving  cultural,  wildlife,  watershed,  recre- 
ation, and  grazing  considerations.  The  precise 
acreage  would  be  determined  during  prepa- 
ration of  the  activity  plan. 

The  desert  general  use  area  in  the  southern 
portion  of  the  resource  area  provides  for  over 
224,000  acres  (Map  10)  as  open  to  generalized 
ORV  uses.  This  allows  for  the  continued  use  of 
off-road  vehicles  in  this  area  as  long  as 
increased  resource  damage  does  not  result. 


Recreation  Management 

Objective 

The  recreation  program  would  be  managed  to 
accommodate  existing  uses,  prevent  resource 
degradation  resulting  from  recreation  and  other 
uses,  and  provide  for  the  anticipated  increased 
recreation  uses  in  the  resource  area. 


Actions 

Management  emphasis  would  be  placed  on  the 
current  recreation  management  areas  including 
Scab  Creek,  the  Green  and  New  Fork  rivers, 
Oregon  Trail  routes,  and  Boulder  Lake. 

Recreation  facilities  would  be  installed  where 
needed  to  accommodate  the  existing  recreation 
uses  and  use  levels  and  to  provide  for  adequate 
public  health  and  safety. 
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Scab  Creek  Area 
Closed  Year  Round 


Closed  Year  Round 
Apr,  30 


^  Rock  Creek  ACEC 

Elk  Feedground  - 
Winter  Closure  Nov.  15 
Elk  Winter  Range  - 
Winter  Closure  Nov.  15  -  Apr.  30. 
Deer  and  Antelope  Winter  Range- 
Winter  Closure  Nov.  15  -  Apr.30  As  Needed 


iliii  Potential  ORV  Open  Area 


Potential  ORV  Open  Area  - 

May  be  Closed  During  Winter  As  Needed 
__ _^  _   General  ORV  Open  Area  - 
'^^^^  Open  Yearlong  to  ORV  User 

Existing  Roads  and  Trails  • 
Note:  When  seasonal  restrictions  do 
not  apply,  travel  in  these  areas  is  limited 
to  existing  roads  and  trails. 

Soda  Lake  Road  - 
Closed  As  Needed 

,^  Irish  Canyon  Road  - 
Closed  As  Needed 


Holden  Hill  ■ 
"W  Closed  Year 
Round 


R. 115 W 


R.  114  W 


R.  113  W.    R.  112W 


Map  10 
OFF-ROAD  VEHICLE  DESIGNATIONS 

Pinedale  Resource  Management  Plan 


ALTERNATIVES 

TABLE  14 
OFF-ROAD  VEHICLE  DESIGNATIONS 


Name  of 
Area 

Type  of 
Designation 

Season/ Dates 
of  Restriction 

Acres 

Resource 

Being 
Protected 

Scab  Creek  Area 

Closed 

year  round 

7,636 

Wilderness 

Rock  Creek  ACEC 

Closed 

year  round 

4,200 

Wildlife, 
Watershed 

Holder)  Hill 

Closed 

year  round 

120 

Cultural 

Bench  Corral 
Feedground 

Limited  to 
authorized 
personnel  only 

11/15-4/30 

42,230 

Wildlife 

Fall  Creek 
Feedground 

Limited  to 
authorized 
personnel  only 

11/15-4/30 

714 

Wildlife 

Finnegan 
Feedground 

Limited  to 
authorized 
personnel  only 

11/15-4/30 

2,698 

Wildlife 

Franz 
Feedground 

Limited  to 
authorized 
personnel  only 

11/15/-4/30 

1,160 

Wildlife 

North  Piney 
Feedground 

Limited  to 
authorized 
personnel  only 

11/15-4/30 

2,519 

Wildlife 

Scab  Creek 
Feedground 

Limited  to 
authorized 
personnel  only 

11/15-4/30 

1,870 

Wildlife 

Miller  Mountain 

Limited 

11/15-4/30 

118,543 

Wildlife 

Deer  and  Antelope 
Winter  Range 

Limited 

11/15-4/30 
as  needed 

158,600 

Wildlife 

Mount  Airy  Proposed 
Open  Area 

Open 

year  round 

8,178 

Recreation 

Big  Piney  Proposed 
Open  Area 

Open 

year  round 

1,600 

Recreation 

Desert  General 
Use  Area 

Open  to  general 
ORV  uses 

year  round 

224,850 

All 

Remainder  of 
Resource  Area 

Limited  to 
existing  roads 
and  trails 

year  round 

357,662 

All 

Total  Acres 

931,000 

Soda  Lake  Road 

Limited 

4/15-5/9 
as  needed 

2.0  miles 

Wildlife, 
Watershed 

Irish  Canyon  Road 
Total  Miles 

Limited 

4/1-6/30 
as  needed 

6.5  miles 
8.5  miles 

Watershed, 
Recreation 

31 


ALTERNATIVES 


Existing  recreation  areas  would  receive  priority 
for  development  prior  to  implementing  new 
projects  or  developing  any  new  recreational 
areas.  The  order  of  priority  would  be  as 
follows:  1)  Congressionally  designated  areas,  2) 
major  rivers  and  lakes  where  BLM  has  clear 
jurisdiction,  3)  areas  with  outstanding  recreation 
resource  values  not  already  provided  for  in  the 
area,  and  4)  areas  where  the  recreation  capacity 
is  regularly  exceeded,  threatening  significant 
resource  values. 

A  program  would  be  initiated  to  establish 
optimum  use  levels  and  development  levels  for 
the  recreation  areas  and  sites  in  the  planning 
area. 

Withdrawals  from  exploration  and  development 
of  locatable  minerals  would  be  pursued,  if 
necessary,  on  developed  and  semi-developed 
recreation  sites  (currently  about  585  acres). 

Recreation  management  plans  for  the  Scab 
Creek  area,  the  Green  and  New  Fork  rivers,  and 
the  Oregon  Trail  routes  would  be  implemented 
with  emphasis  toward  maintaining  or  improving 
the  quality  of  the  sites  and  the  recreation 
experience. 

Public  lands  along  the  Green  and  New  Fork 
rivers  would  be  managed  to  provide  optimum 
fishing  and  floatboating  opportunities.  Necessary 
facilities  would  be  developed  to  provide  for 
protection  of  users  and  the  resources. 

Boulder  Lake  would  be  established  as  a  special 
recreation  management  area  and  related  recre- 
ation facilities  would  be  developed  to  improve 
public  access  and  use  opportunities. 

Special  recreation  permits  would  be  required 
for  commercial  uses  and  major  competitive 
recreation  events.  Mitigations  would  be  devel- 
oped to  ensure  the  protection  of  other  resources 
in  accordance  with  resource  management  goals. 

Developed  recreation  facilities  receiving  the 
heaviest  use  would  receive  priority  for  mainte- 
nance funds.  Undeveloped  areas  would  be 
funded  for  development  dependent  upon  the  level 
of  demand;  high  demand  areas  would  receive 
priority  if  recreation  objectives  could  not  be 
attained  without  development. 

A  16-day  camping  limit  would  be  implemented 
throughout  the  planning  area.  A  temporary,  no 
overnight  camping  stipulation  may  be  imposed  in 
an  emergency. 

Where  applicable,  recreation  facilities  would  be 
developed  and  managed  in  a  manner  that  would 
maintain,  restore,  and  improve  riparian  values. 


Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

Two  stream  segments  have  been  identified  in 
the  National  Rivers  Inventory  as  having  potential 
for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  System.  Table  53  reflects  analysis  of  and 
conclusions  on  this  proposal  (see  Map  8). 


Cultural  Resource  Management 

Objective 

The  cultural  resources  would  be  managed 
to:  1)  resolve  conflicts  between  cultural 
resources  and  other  resource  uses;  2)  provide 
appropriate  levels  of  protection  for  significant 
cultural  resources;  3)  design  cultural  resource 
management  actions  to  maintain  the  value  of 
cultural  resources;  and  4)  provide  for  the 
scientific  and  educational  use  of  cultural 
resources. 


Actions 

The  various  uses  of  the  public  lands  would  be 
managed  to  avoid  damage  to  cultural  resources 
on  lands  administered  by  BLM;  minimize  conflicts 
between  uses  of  cultural  resources  and  other  uses 
of  the  public  lands;  provide  for  appropriate 
mitigation  of  unavoidable  adverse  effects  on 
cultural  resources  prior  to  their  disturbance  or 
destruction;  and  identify  and  protect  cultural 
resources.  The  management  process  is  depicted 
in  Appendix  F  in  this  document. 

Cultural  resource  management  plans  would  be 
completed  and  implemented  to  identify,  salvage, 
and  protect  cultural  and  historical  sites.  Plans 
would  be  prepared  for  sites  currently  listed  on,  or 
determined  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  (NRHP),  including  sites  48LN300, 
48SU350,  and  48SU301 ;  and  for  newly  discovered 
significant  cultural  sites.  Such  new  sites  would 
include  the  Overlook  Rock  Shelter  (80  acres),  the 
Aspen  Stone  Circle  Site  (100  acres),  the  Cora 
Butte  alignment  (unknown  acres),  the  Willow 
Lake  Site  (unknown  acres),  and  the  Boulder  Lake 
Site  (approximately  200  acres).  Specific  man- 
agement prescriptions  would  be  developed  in  the 
plans  and  environmental  analyses  conducted. 

The  BLM  Oregon/Mormon  Pioneer  National 
Historic  Trails  Management  Plan  would  be 
implemented.  First  priority  actions  would  include 
completion  of  the  trail  marking  and  signing 
program.  Additional  interpretive  sites  would  be 
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developed  at  strategic  locales  such  as  Sand 
Springs,  the  trail  crossings  of  the  Green  and  New 
Fork  rivers,  and  up  South  Piney  Creek.  An 
interpretive  plan  for  the  Lander  Road  would  be 
developed  and  implemented. 

Significant  cultural  resource  sites  would  be 
nominated  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places.  Withdrawal  from  exploration  and  devel- 
opment of  locatable  minerals  on  such  sites  would 
be  pursued,  if  necessary. 

Lands  actions,  such  as  exchanges,  in  support 
of  cultural  resource  management  objectives 
would  be  pursued,  as  appropriate. 

Second  priority  would  be  given  to  land 
exchanges  favorable  to  protection  of  the  historic 
trails. 

Cooperative  agreements  would  be  pursued 
with  local  historical  and  archeological  societies 
and  other  interested  parties  for  attaining  mutual 
historic  preservation  goals. 


Lands  Management 


Objective 

The  right  to  occupy  or  acquire  public  lands 
would  be  authorized  under  the  appropriate  realty 
actions  to  implement  a  multiple  use  management 
concept  within  the  objectives  and  guidance 
provided  under  all  resources  described  in  this 
alternative.  The  lands  objective  would  be  to 
provide  land  use  authorizations  in  support  of 
public  needs.  All  actions  would  consider  and 
comply  with  the  goals,  objectives,  and  resource 
restrictions  required  to  protect  or  maintain  other 
resource  values.  Private  and  state  inholdings 
would  be  considered  for  acquisition  through 
exchange  when  needed  to  improve  the  man- 
agement situations  for  other  activities  described 
in  this  alternative.  Exchanges  would  be  consid- 
ered when  other  management  options  such  as 
cooperative  agreements  are  not  available. 


Actions 

Classification  and  Multiple  Use  Act  retention 
and  disposal  classifications  (orders  W-19140, 
W-25810,  and  W-12668)  in  Sublette  and  Lincoln 
counties  would  be  terminated.  Discretionary 
management  under  the  provisions  of  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  Management  Act  (FLPMA),  in  areas 
formerly  covered  by  these  orders,  would  be 
consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the  Proposed 
Plan. 


Small,  unmanageable  land  parcels  would  be 
exchanged  or  sold  at  fair  market  value.  Exchange 
would  be  the  preferred  method  of  disposal. 

Proposals  for  the  disposal  of  public  lands  (e.g., 
transfer  from  the  administration  of  the  BLM  to 
other  federal  agencies,  or  local  or  state 
governments,  or  disposal  through  methods  such 
as  Desert  Land  Entry,  public  sale,  exchange,  state 
indemnity  selection,  or  Recreation  and  Public 
Purposes  leases  or  patents)  would  be  considered 
on  a  case-by-case  basis.  If  any  such  action  would 
be  inconsistent  with  the  RMP,  a  plan  amendment 
would  be  necessary  before  the  action  could  be 
taken.  Prior  to  any  disposal  action,  an  environ- 
mental analysis  would  be  conducted  and  the 
involved  lands  would  be  evaluated  for  compliance 
with  the  disposal  criteria  listed  in  Appendix  G-1 
of  this  document. 

Land  disposal  actions  (e.g.,  exchange  or  sale) 
would  occur  in  those  areas  where  the  public 
interest  would  best  be  served  by  these  types  of 
realty  actions.  Identified  parcels  of  isolated  public 
lands,  parcels  identified  for  community  and 
industrial  expansion,  or  areas  that  may  contain 
parcels  that  meet  the  criteria  contained  in  FLPMA 
and  the  plan  objectives,  would  be  made  available 
for  disposal  after  a  site-specific  analysis  deter- 
mining compliance  with  the  National  Environ- 
mental Protection  Act  and  FLPMA. 

The  parcels  identified  (Table  15,  Map  11, 
Appendix  G-2  in  this  document)  should  also  meet 
the  criteria  stated  in  Appendix  G-1  in  this 
document.  Disposal  of  all  identified  parcels  would 
not  be  expected  and  other  qualifying  parcels  may 
be  identified  in  the  future.  Approximately  47 
public  land  parcels,  encompassing  approxi- 
mately 5,200  acres,  have  been  identified  for 
potential  disposal  through  sale  or  exchange. 
Another  1,500  acres  adjacent  to  communities  are 
expected  to  meet  the  disposal  criteria  (Map  1 1  in 
this  document).  It  is  not  anticipated  that  all  of 
these  land  parcels  would  be  disposed  of  within 
the  next  10  years.  Demand  for  disposal  actions 
has  been  low  and  is  not  expected  to  increase. 
Landfills  or  or  other  waste  disposal  facilities 
would  be  prohibited  on  floodplains,  wetlands,  and 
related  riparian  zones  (26,220  acres). 

TABLE  15 

ACRES  AVAILABLE  FOR 
SALE  OR  EXCHANGE 


Type  of  Action 


Acres 


Available  for  Disposal 
Available  for  Exchange 


6,461 
14,741 
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Map  11 
LAND  TENURE  ADJUSTMENT  PARCELS 

Pinedale  Resource  Management  Plan 
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Public  land  would  be  made  available  to 
governmental  and  quasi-governmental  agencies 
and  nonprofit  organizations  for  recreation  or 
public  purposes  (e.g.,  parks,  hospitals,  prisons, 
schools). 

I n  addition  to  the  47  parcels,  several  others  have 
been  identified  as  available  for  disposal  v\/ith 
exchange  being  the  preferred  method.  Parcels 
totaling  approximately  15,000  acres  have  been 
identified  as  suitable  for  exchange.  Other 
exchanges  would  be  considered  for  other  lands 
needed  to  support  the  recommendations  of  other 
activities.  Exchange  is  the  preferred  method  of 
disposal,  provided  such  exchanges  are  needed  to 
provide  for  the  efficient  BLM  management  of 
existing  public  lands  or  resources  in  the  Pinedale 
Resource  Area,  and  are  consistent  with  the 
objectives  of  this  proposed  plan. 

Sale,  lease,  or  exchanges  may  be  used  to 
resolve  cases  of  agricultural  trespass.  Such 
actions  would  be  reviewed  on  a  case-by-case 
basis,  would  be  in  accordance  with  the  objectives 
of  the  RMP,  and  would  be  in  the  best  interests  and 
overall  benefit  of  the  public. 

Acquisition  of  nonfederal  lands  would  be 
pursued  by  BLM  to  accomplish  management 
objectives.  Lands  needed  for  wildlife  habitat 
enhancement  are  identified  in  Appendix  G-2  in 
this  document.  Other  areas  may  be  identified  in 
the  future. 

Desert  Land  Entry  petition-applications  would 
be  disqualified  when  the  public  lands  are 
identified  as: 

1.  Lands  within  the  capability  classes  that  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  is 
seeking  to  remove  from  cultivation  under  the 
Conservation  Reserve  Program. 

2.  Lands  that  the  Department  of  the  Agriculture, 
Soil  Conservation  Service  show  as  being 
"non-irrigable." 

3.  Lands  identified  as  sensitive,  unique,  or 
necessary  to  fulfill  the  management  objec- 
tives of  this  proposed  plan. 

4.  Agricultural  land  entry  petition  applications 
would  also  be  disqualified  when  the  public 
lands  would  be  utilized  for  the  growth  of 
government  price-supported  crops,  or  when 
use  of  water  supplies  would  deplete  an 
underground  water  supply  beyond  its  annual 
recharge  capability,  thus  threatening  existing 
water  users. 

Public  lands  within  active  stock  driveways  (Map 
12)  that  are  continuing  to  serve  their  designated 
purpose,  would  continue  to  be  segregated  from 
all  forms  of  disposal  under  the  public  land  laws. 


The  withdrawals  for  stock  driveways  that  are  not 
serving  their  designated  purpose  would  be 
revoked.  Mineral  locations  on  stock  driveways 
would  be  handled  under  43  CFR  3815.  Disposal 
proposals  that  would  not  be  compatible  with  the 
continued  use  or  purpose  of  stock  driveways 
would  not  be  approved. 

Lands  actions  such  as  exchanges  would  be 
pursued  to  enhance  and  maintain  key  wildlife 
habitats.  Land  exchanges  to  acquire  state  and 
private  lands  in  crucial  habitats  in  important  and 
predominantly  federal  management  areas  (e.g., 
Rock  Creek  ACEC,  New  Fork  Potholes,  key 
riparian  areas)  would  be  pursued. 

Special  emphasis  would  be  given  to  retain 
public  lands  at  the  Cora  Y  highway  crossing,  at 
the  south  end  of  Fremont  Lake,  and  at  other 
important  wildlife  migration  routes  to  provide  for 
free  movement  of  antelope  and  deer. 

Corridors  are  considered  preferred  routes  for 
transportation  and  transmission  facilities  which 
are  compatible  with  existing  uses  inside  the 
corridors.  Identification  of  corridors  does  not 
preclude  location  of  facilities  in  other  areas  if  site 
specific  analysis  indicates  that  such  routes  meet 
the  overall  plan  objectives.  Currently,  two 
potential  corridors  are  proposed  to  be  designated 
(Map  30).  Each  right-of-way  application  indi- 
cating the  use  of  a  corridor  would  be  reviewed  and 
analyzed  using  the  environmental  data  which 
exist  for  the  area  to  determine  compatibility  with 
existing  uses  and  resource  values. 

Actual  corridor  widths  would  be  flexible  within 
the  constraints  provided  in  the  resource  objec- 
tives of  the  RMP.  Portions  of  the  corridor  may  be 
up  to  2  miles  wide  while  other  areas  may  constrict 
to  a  much  lesser  width  to  avoid  conflicts  with 
other  resource  values. 

Rights-of-Way.  Applications  for  rights-of-way 
and  land  use  authorizations  would  be  processed 
on  a  case-by-case  basis. 

Rights-of-way  would  be  processed  in  accor- 
dance with  the  objectives  of  this  proposed  plan. 
Rights-of-way  avoidance  or  exclusion  areas  for 
surface-disturbing  activities  are  those  areas  that 
have  been  identified  as  unsuitable  for  surface 
disturbance  or  occupancy  under  the  various 
actions  described  in  other  sections  of  the 
proposed  plan.  Such  areas  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to,  recreation  and  cultural  sites  and  the 
Deadline  Ridge-Graphite  evaluation  area.  Ap- 
proximately 14,485  acres  have  been  identified  as 
right-of-way  avoidance  or  exclusion  areas. 

Linear  rights-of-way  would  usually  not  be 
allowed  within  the  areas  identified  as  no  surface 
occupancy  and  no  mineral  leasing  areas.  These 
are  considered  avoidance  or  exclusion  areas. 
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Some  types  of  right-of-way  projects  which  do  not 
create  substantial  surface  disturbance;  that 
would  be  located  in  areas  that  have  a  high 
potential  for  reclamation;  have  impacts  which 
would  be  temporary  in  nature;  and  are  compatible 
with  the  resources  which  require  protection,  may 
be  allowed  in  such  areas  following  supporting 
site-specific  analysis.  Approximately  27,000 
acres  are  identified  in  these  areas,  which  includes 
elk  feedgrounds,  the  Rock  Creek  ACEC  and  the 
Scab  Creek  area. 

Areas  requiring  mitigations  and  restrictions  for 
surface-disturbing  activities  are  considered 
limited  areas  for  rights-of-way.  These  limitations 
include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  seasonal 
restrictions  for  wildlife,  raptors  and  grouse, 
watershed,  slope  criteria,  and  measures  neces- 
sary to  prevent  degradation  of  cultural,  historical, 
and  recreational  sites.  Approximately  531,150 
acres  are  identified  in  this  category. 

Rights-of-way  would  be  restricted  in  identified 
areas,  such  as  crucial  wildlife  habitats,  sensitive 
watersheds,  recreation  areas,  or  ORV  restricted 
areas.  The  rights-of-way  would  stipulate  the 
restrictions  necessary  to  protect  the  affected 
resources.  Approximately  467,000  acres  have 
been  identified  as  restricted  areas  for  rights-of- 
way,  including  wildlife  crucial  winter  ranges,  the 
proposed  Beaver  Creek  ACEC,  the  Upper  Green 
River  SRMA,  and  the  Soapholes  area. 

Areas  that  are  not  identified  for  avoidance, 
exclusion,  or  restriction  are  considered  open  to 
rights-of-way.  Such  actions  would,  however,  be 
required  to  comply  with  all  BLM  policy  and 
construction  requirements  (Appendix  C-2  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS). 

Linear  rights-of-way  (e.g.,  pipelines,  power- 
lines,  roads,  and  cables)  would  be  routed  in  areas 
where  the  resource  impacts  would  be  least 
disturbing,  taking  into  consideration  the  point  of 
origin,  point  of  destination,  and  the  purpose  and 
need  of  the  project. 

Whenever  necessary,  the  BLM  would  pursue 
withdrawals  which  segregate  from  exploration 
and  development  of  locatable  minerals.  With- 
drawals would  be  in  support  of  other  resource 
management  objectives  and  actions.  For  exam- 
ple, the  Rock  Creek  drainage  (approximately 
4,200  acres),  developed  and  semi-developed 
recreation  sites  (approximately  585  acres)  and 
significant  cultural  sites  (approximately  1,100 
acres)  could  require  a  withdrawal  action  to 
protect  them  from  exploration  and  development 
of  locatable  minerals.  Withdrawals  would  also  be 
pursued  for  any  developed  and  semi-developed 
recreation  sites  or  significant  cultural  sites  that 
may  be  identified  in  the  future. 


Existing  land  withdrawals  (held  by  agencies 
other  than  BLM)  currently  encumbering  public 
lands  would  be  reviewed  to  determine  the  need 
for  continuation,  modification,  revocation,  or 
termination  of  the  withdrawals.  On  those  public 
lands  (e.g.,  developed  recreation  sites,  ACECs) 
where  it  is  determined  that  a  withdrawal  is 
necessary  to  protect  the  lands  from  nondiscre- 
tionary  actions  (e.g.,  mining  claims),  withdrawal 
from  the  general  public  land  laws  and  the  mining 
laws  would  be  pursued. 


Access  Management 


Objective 

The  objective  would  be  to  provide  suitable 
public  access  to  public  lands  by  acquiring  new 
access  where  needed,  or  abandoning  or  closing 
existing  roads  or  two-tracks  where  high  road 
densities  or  other  conditions  warrant.  There  are 
approximately  124,000  acres  in  the  resource  area 
without  legal  access. 


Actions 

Access  across  private  lands  would  be  sought 
through  a  variety  of  methods,  including  but  not 
limited  to  purchase  of  rights-of-way  or  ease- 
ments, land  exchange,  reciprocal  rights-of-way, 
and  other  statutory  authority  (referto  USDI  1985b 
for  a  description  of  specific  access  acquisition 
procedures). 

The  access  needs  shown  on  Map  5  and  in  Table 
4  are  general  locations  of  possible  access  routes 
or  areas  where  legal  access  is  lacking.  Specific 
routes  and  acquisition  procedures  for  securing 
access  would  be  determined  through  a  route 
analysis  and  environmental  analysis  as  part  of 
specific  project  and  activity  planning.  The 
locations  identified  do  not  show  priority  of  access 
needs.  Access  across  areas  involving  private 
lands  would  be  pursued  as  the  opportunity  arises. 
Where  appropriate,  land  exchanges  or  cooper- 
ative agreements  would  be  considered  to  provide 
access  needs. 

Roads.  There  are  about  1 ,866  miles  of  road  in  the 
area,  of  which  approximately  906  miles  are  on 
public  lands. 

Road  closure  and  abandonment  would  be 
considered  and  established  through  an  activity 
planning  or  environmental  analysis  processes. 
Road  closure  and  abandonment  would  be  based 
on  desired  road  densities;  demands  for  new 
roads;  closure  methods  (e.g.,  abandonment  and 
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Map  5 
ACCESS  NEEDS 

Pinedale  Resource  Management  Plan 
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TABLE  4 

ACCESS  NEEDS 

Road/Area 

Land 
Ownership 

Benefitting  Resource 

Identification 

Minerals 

Range 

Wildlife 

Forestry   Recreation 

Lands 

1 

Private 

X 

2 

Private 

X 

3 

Private 

X 

4 

Private/State 

X 

X 

5 

Private 

X 

6 

Private/State 

X 

7 

Private 

X 

8 

Private 

X 

X 

9 

Private 

X 

10 

Private 

X 

11 

Private 

X 

X 

12 

Private 

X 

X 

13 

Private/State 

X 

14 

Private 

X 

15 

State 

X 

X 

16 

State 

X 

X 

17 

Private 

X 

X 

18 

Private 

X 

X 

X 

X 

19 

Private 

X 

20 

Private 

X 

21 

Private 

X 

X 

22 

Private 

X 

23 

State 

X 

X 

24 

State 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

25 

State 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

26 

Private 

X 

27 

Private 

X 

X 

X 

28 

Private 

X 

X 

X 

29 

State 

X 

X 

30 

State 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

31 

Private 

X 

X 

X 

X 

32 

Private 

X 

X 

X 

33 

Private/State 

X 

X 

X 

X 

34 

Private 

X 

X 

X 

X 

35 

Private 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

36 

State 

X 

X 

X 

37 

Private 

X 

X 

38 

State 

X 

X 

X 

39 

Private 

X 

X 

X 

40 

Private 

X 

41 

Private 

X 

42 

Private 

X 

X 

X 

X 

43 

Private 

X 

X 

44 

Private 

X 

45 

Private 

X 

X 

X 

46 

Private 

X 

X 

47 

Private 

X 

X 

X 

X 

48 

Private 

X 

49 

Private 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

50 

Private 

X 

X 

X 

51 

Private 

X 

X 

52 

Private 

X 

X 

X 

X 

53 

Private 

X 

54 

Private 

X 

X 

55 

Private 

X 

X 

56 

Private 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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rehabilitation,  closures  by  signing,  temporary  or 
seasonal  closures);  type  of  access  or  roads 
needed;  resource  developnnent  or  protection 
needs;  and  existing  uses. 

A  detailed  evaluation  of  high  density  roaded 
areas  in  the  area  would  be  completed  to  deter- 
mine needs  for  specific  road  closures  and(or)  re- 
habilitation. Specific  mitigation  measures  and 
design  requirements  for  roads  would  be  devel- 
oped through  environmental  analysis  as  part  of 
specific  project  or  activity  planning.  Priority  areas 
would  include  the  Red  Canyon,  Red  Castle  Creek, 
and  Fish  Creek  areas,  as  well  as  oil  and  gas  fields 
in  the  southwestern  portion  of  the  resource  area. 


Fire  Management 


Objective 

The  fire  program  would  be  managed  to  protect 
public  safety,  life,  and  property  while  providing 
the  maximum  benefits  of  fire  to  overall  resource 
management. 


Actions 

Fire  would  be  considered  a  management  option 
for  vegetation  manipulation  to:  1 )  convert  brush 
to  desired  species,  2)  rejuvenate  desired  species, 
3)  increase  forage,  4)  increase  vegetation  nutrient 
value  and  palatabiiity,  5)  promote  habitat  diver- 
sity, 6)  establish  vegetation  type  mosaic  patterns, 
7)  improve  vegetation  cover  on  areas  with  insuf- 
ficient protective  ground  cover,  or  8)  maintain 
range,  wildlife  habitat,  and  watershed  condition. 

Additionally,  fire  would  be  considered  a  man- 
agement option  for  disposal  of  timber  slash,  seed 
bed  preparation,  hazard  reduction,  control  of  dis- 
ease or  insects,  thinning,  or  species  manipulation 
in  support  of  forest  management  objectives. 

Activity  plans  wou  Id  be  prepared  to  address  spe- 
cific applications  in  accordance  with  established 
objectives.  A  fire  management  action  plan  would 
be  written.  Specific  boundaries  (Map  6)  and  man- 
agement prescriptions  would  be  consistent  with 
or  in  support  of  the  identified  resource  values  and 
management  objectives.  The  fire  decision  chart 
(Figure  2)  identifies  specific  steps  taken  for  all 
unplanned  ignitions. 

Fire  history  for  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area 
(Table  5)  indicates  a  low  probability  of  wildfires. 


Five  fires  burning  more  than  100  acres  each  have 
occurred  over  the  past  16  years  (Map  6).  The  larg- 
est fire  was  380  acres. 

Fire  on  public  lands  would  be  managed  as 
directed  by  two  wildfire  response  levels,  with 
either  taking  appropriate  suppression  through 
containment,  confinement,  or  control,  and  as 
directed  by  prescribed  burn  actions. 

Suppression  actions  consist  of  appropriate  lev- 
els of  containment,  confinement,  and  control. 
Containment  is  the  taking  of  action  by  forces  suf- 
ficient to  contain  the  fire  through  the  use  of  con- 
structed or  natural  barriers.  If  a  fire  escapes  con- 
tainment, any  continuing  suppression  action  will 
be  planned  to  minimize  total  resource  losses,  sup- 
pression and  rehabilitation  costs,  and  environ- 
mental damage. 

Confinement  implies  minimal  response  to  fires 
that  are  in  areas  where  hazards  to  firefighters  and 
suppression  costs  are  high.  Logical  control  will 
generally  be  at  natural  boundaries  such  as  ridget- 
ops. 

Control  is  the  taking  of  immediate  suppression 
action  on  fires.  Human  and  equipment  resources 
are  committed  at  an  increasing  rate  until  the  ob- 
jective of  fully  protecting  the  threatened  area  is 
met.  Areas  designated  for  this  level  of  response 
are  considered  of  high  value  or  high  risk,  such  as 
residences,  H2S  gas  wells,  pipelines,  or  valves. 

Prescribed  fire  actions  may  include  unplanned 
ignitions  and  planned  ignitions.  Prescribed  fire 
(unplanned  ignitions)  implies  that  wildfire  effects 
are  favorable  to  the  resource  managed  under  a 
specified  set  of  environmental  criteria  (prescrip- 
tions). 

Prescribed  fire  (planned  ignitions)  implies  a 
planned  ignition  intended  to  enhance  the 
resource  that  is  targeted  for  treatment  (see  Vege- 
tation Treatment  section  for  further  details).  Stan- 
dard project  policy  and  procedures  will  guide 
these  actions. 

Areas  would  be  identified  in  which  a  prescribed 
set  of  conditions  would  be  acceptable  in  the  event 
of  an  ignition.  Fire  would  generally  be  confined 
to  200  acres  or  less  in  areas  where  current  vege- 
tation stages  are  desirable. 

Prescribed  burns  would  be  conducted  so  that 
ambient  air  quality  standards  would  not  be  vio- 
lated. The  BLM  would  also  conduct  prescribed 
burning  so  that  smoke  intrusions  into  sensitive 
areas  would  be  minimized. 
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Figure  2 

UNPLANNED  IGNITIONS 

FIRE  DECISION  CHART 
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Map  6 
WILD  FIRE  OCCURRENCE  AND  FIRE  ZONES 

Pinedale  Resource  Management  Plan 
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TABLE  5 

FIRE  OCCURRENCE 
(1970-1986)1 


Month/Day2 

Legal  Location 

Cause 

Size 

Year 

T. 

R. 

s. 

(acres) 

1970 

04/05 

29N 

112W 

23 

Smoking 

84.00 

05/31 

35N 

109W 

27 

Smoking 

0.10 

06/30 

27N 

114W 

9 

Lightning 

0.25 

07/18 

34N 

109W 

25 

Trash  Burning 

132.00 

08/01 

29N 

114W 

19 

Lightning 

0.25 

08/22 

36N 

112W 

8 

Lightning 

0.10 

08/31 

27N 

114W 

3 

Lightning 

0.10 

09/29 

34N 

109W 

26 

Smoking 

0.30 

1971 

08/15 

27N 

114W 

4 

Blasting 

1.00 

08/21 

34N 

108W 

35 

Smoking 

0.10 

1972 

08/12 

32N 

106W 

6 

Smoking 

380.00 

1973 

07/08 

30N 

106W 

5 

Lightning 

1.00 

08/28 

32N 

108W 

8 

Lightning 

1.00 

10/06 

30N 

114W 

3 

Lightning 

150.00 

1974 

07/05 

32N 

112W 

14 

Lightning 

3.00 

09/18 

36N 

now 

6 

Lightning 

1.00 

1975 

09/22 

33N 

106W 

17 

Lightning 

1.00 

1976 

07/04 

35N 

111W 

8 

Lightning 

0.10 

07/24 

36N 

now 

19 

Lightning 

1.00 

1977 

11/12 

27N 

114W 

10 

Smoking 

0.10 

1978 

NONE 

1979 

06/05 

35N 

now 

9 

Warming  Fire 

2.00 

07/28 

32N 

106W 

4 

Lightning 

0.25 

09/17 

35N 

111W 

4 

Incendiary 

25.00 

1980 

07/29 

31 N 

108W 

11 

Smoking 

15.00 

08/02 

29N 

114W 

18 

Exhaust 

0.10 

1981 

07/13 

25N 

114W 

10 

Miscellaneous 

280.00 

07/21 

29N 

114W 

4 

Blasting 

130.00 

08/04 

26N 

115W 

14 

Miscellaneous 

7.00 

08/25 

28N 

114W 

10 

Lightning 

0.10 

09/05 

28N 

114W 

9 

Lightning 

2.00 

1982 

NONE 

1983 

06/24 

34N 

now 

35 

Miscellaneous 

0.10 

09/08 

27N 

113W 

19 

Lightning 

0.10 

1984 

NONE 

1985 

NONE 

1986 

NONE 

Total  Fires3 

32.00 

Total  Acres 

1,218.05 

1  Information  derived  from  Individual  fire  reports  for  period  of  record. 

2  One  fire  per  each  date  of  fire  occurrence. 

3  Average  fires  per  year  —  2.13. 
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Wild  Fire  Occurrence  and  Fire 
Zones 

Wilderness  fire  suppression  implies  restraint  in 
suppression  methods  for  fires  that  occur  within 
wilderness  areas.  In  these  areas,  the  fire 
management  objective  would  be  to  manage  fire 
in  ways  that  will  cause  the  least  degradation  to 
wilderness  values.  The  areas  may  be  managed  as 
prescribed  fire  areas. 

Support.  Resource  and  operational  support  for 
presuppression  and  suppression  planning  would 
be  required  from  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  Sublette 
County  Sheriff's  Office,  Wyoming  State  Forestry 
Division,  and  local  fire  protection  districts. 

Any  necessary  road  construction  for  various 
activities  would  increase  accessibility  in  the  area. 
This  would  assist  fire  management  activities  for 
both  wildfire  suppression  and  prescribed  fire 
planning  and  implementation.  Appropriate  mit- 
igation (Appendix  H  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS)  would 
be  established  for  such  activities. 


Area  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACEC)  Management 

Rock  Creek  ACEC 

Objective.  The  objective  for  managing  the 
designated  Rock  Creek  ACEC  would  be  pro- 
tection of  the  Rock  Creek  drainage  to  assure 
quality  aquatic  habitat  for  the  sensitive  Colorado 
River  cutthroat  trout  and  to  provide  crucial  winter 
range  for  a  portion  of  the  Piney  elk  herd. 

Actions.  The  existing  boundaries  of  the  Rock 
Creek  ACEC  would  be  retained  (Map  13). 
Constraints  would  be  applied  to  competing 
activities  accordingly. 

Management  actions  in  the  ACEC  would 
include  an  NSO  restriction  for  mineral  activity  in 
the  Rock  Creek  drainage  (approximately  4,200 
acres)  (Map  33).  The  ACEC  area  and  the 
Deadline-Graphite  elk  winter  range  area  (ap- 
proximately 17,100  acres)  would  be  deferred  from 
mineral  leasing  until  a  mineral  and  wildlife 
evaluation  is  completed.  Approximately  1,000 
acres  of  the  ACEC  (that  portion  outside  the 
drainage)  would  be  considered  for  allowing 
surface  occupancy,  through  the  evaluation. 

The  Rock  Creek  drainage  would  also  be  closed 
to  vehicle  use  related  to  geophysical  exploration 
activities  (approximately  4,200  acres).  In  addition, 
this  area  may  also  be  unavailable  for  the  use  of 
explosive    charges    if    environmental    analysis 


determines  that  adverse  impacts  would  occur  to 
the  affected  resources.  Geophysical  exploration 
activities  in  the  remainder  of  the  Rock  Creek 
ACEC  (outside  the  drainage,  approximately  1 ,000 
acres)  would  be  evaluated  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  and  may  be  restricted  if  environmental 
analysis  determines  that  adverse  impacts  would 
occur  to  the  affected  resources. 

A  withdrawal  from  exploration  and  develop- 
ment of  locatable  minerals  would  be  pursued,  if 
necessary,  for  the  Rock  Creek  drainage 
(approximately  4,200  acres).  Livestock  grazing 
and  related  improvements  would  continue  to  be 
allowed,  provided  no  adverse  affects  occur  to  the 
drainage.  No  forest  management  activities  would 
occur  within  the  drainage.  Wildlife  management 
actions  would  be  directed  toward  maintenance 
and  improvement  of  the  status  or  the  Colorado 
River  cutthroat  trout  habitat.  The  drainage  would 
be  managed  as  a  Class  I  VRM  area  and  would  be 
closed  year  round  to  ORV  use. 

The  remainder  of  the  ACEC  would  be  managed 
as  a  Class  II  VRM  area  (approximately  1,064 
acres),  and  ORV  use  would  be  limited  to  existing 
roads  and  trails  with  seasonal  restrictions  from 
November  15  through  April  30. 


Proposed  Beaver  Creek  ACEC 

Objective.  The  objectives  for  managing  the 
proposed  Beaver  Creek  ACEC  would  be  to  assure 
quality  aquatic  habitat  for  the  sensitive  Colorado 
River  cutthroat  trout  and  to  protect  elk  calving 
habitat. 

Actions.  A  portion  of  the  Beaver  Creek  drainage 
would  be  designated  an  ACEC  for  the  protection 
of  the  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  and  elk 
calving  habitats  (Map  13).  The  proposed  ACEC 
would  include  approximately  3,548  acres  and  14 
miles  of  stream. 

This  area  is  leased  and  partially  developed  for 
oil  and  gas,  and  has  a  high  potential  for  additional 
oil  and  gas  development.  The  area  is  also  open 
for  other  mineral  activities  although  the  potential 
for  development  of  other  minerals  is  low. 

A  detailed  activity  plan  would  be  prepared  to 
establish  guidelines  for  uses  which  could 
jeopardize  habitat  quality  for  the  Colorado  River 
cutthroat  trout  and  elk  calving.  Program  activities 
identified  as  potentially  affecting  the  objectives 
include  mineral  exploration  and  developement, 
timber  harvest,  livestock  grazing,  and  recreation. 

Management  prescriptions  to  be  included  in  the 
activity  plan  include  identifying  specific  trans- 
portation routes  to  reduce  the  potential  for  spills 
of  toxic  materials,  prohibiting  surface  disturb- 
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bance  within  1,000  feet  of  the  streams  and  on 
slopes  of  25  percent  or  greater,  and  prohibiting 
clearcutting  or  road  construction  within  1 ,000  feet 
of  Beaver  Creek.  Partial  timber  cutting  would  be 
allowed  provided  that  no  adverse  impacts  would 
occur  to  the  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout.  Ex- 
ceptions would  be  granted  only  if  assurance 
could  be  given  that  such  actions  would  not 
adversely  affect  crucial  Colorado  River  cutthroat 
trout  habitat.  All  vehicles  including  geophysical 
exploration  vehicles  would  be  limited  to  existing 
roads  and  trails.  In  addition,  this  area  may  also  be 
unavailablefortheuseofexplosivecharges  if  envi- 
ronmental analysis  determines  that  adverse 
impacts  would  occur  to  the  affected  resources. 


The  proposed  Beaver  Creek  ACEC  would  be 
managed  to  maintain,  improve,  or  restore  riparian 
habitat  conditions.  This  may  result  in  limiting  live- 
stock grazing,  if  necessary.  The  ACEC  would  be 
managed  as  a  Class  III  VRM  area. 

Roads  and  rights-of-way  would  follow  existing 
alignments  unless  design  criteria  would  preclude 
adverse  impacts  to  the  trout  and  elk  calving  hab- 
itat. Stream  crossings  would  be  limited  to  lower 
elevations  and  gentler  slopes.  Use  of  equipment 
and  vehicles,  including  geophysical  exploration 
activities,  would  be  allowed  if  consistent  with  the 
objectives  of  the  proposed  ACEC. 
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CHAPTER  3 


AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


INTRODUCTION 

This  chapter  contains  changes  In  the  descrip- 
tion of  existing  physical,  biological,  and  socioeco- 
nomic characteristics  of  the  planning  area.  These 
changes  were  made  to  respond  to  public  com- 
mentonthedraftRMP/EIS.Someadditional  infor- 
mation has  also  been  added  to  the  Analysis  of  the 
Management  Situation  which  is  available  for 
review  in  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area  office.  This 
chapter  contains  only  the  changes  and  additions 
under  appropriate  subheadings  which  corre- 
spond to  those  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 


CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 


state  and  Federal  air  quali;ty  standards  are 
shown  on  Table  23. 


GEOLOGY  AND  MINERAL 
RESOURCES 

Figure  7  shows  a  stratigraphic  column  which 
depicts  the  rock  sequence  found  in  the  northern 
Green  River  Basin.  It  includes  the  names  and  ages 
of  the  rocks  that  have  been  deposited  here  since 
Precambrian  time  and  represents  a  sedimentary 
column  nearly  30,000  feet  thick. 

Solid  Mineral  Resources 

A  number  of  thin  coal  beds  are  known  to  exist 
in  the  Adaville  Formation  within  the  planning 
area.  A  portion  of  the  planning  area  falls  within 
the  Green  River-Ham's  Fork  coal  region.  The  coal 
beds  are  determined  to  be  of  limited  quality  or 
quantity  and  there  has  been  little  development 
activity  in  the  past  and  none  is  anticipated  during 
the  next  20  years. 


The  southwest  portion  of  the  planning  area  has 
modest  reserves  of  phosphate  which  have  never 
been  economically  exploited.  Due  to  the  thin  na- 
ture of  the  phosphate  beds,  and  that  the  beds  do 
notseemtocontain  potentially  commercial  depos- 
its, no  demand  for  leasing  or  development  is  ex- 
pected. 

The  area  contains  modest  reserves  of  low  grade 
oil  shale  in  the  southwest  portion  of  the  planning 
area.  The  beds  containing  the  oil  shale  are  thin 
and  have  had  little  interest  for  development  in  the 
past.  No  development  is  anticipated  in  the  future. 

The  phosphate  and  coal  lands  were  withdrawn 
originally  in  1910  to  reserve  these  minerals  for 
public  use  and  protect  them  from  speculators. 
The  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  1920  provided  for  the 
leasing  of  these  minerals,  therefore,  these  miner- 
als were  no  longer  susceptible  to  speculation. 

The  oil  shale  withdrawal  of  1968  was  passed  to 
preserve  the  oil  shale  until  regulations  could  be 
written  to  define  the  method  of  leasing  and  fair 
market  value  to  be  assigned  to  this  mineral. 

Currently,  no  acreage  has  been  leased  for  solid 
minerals. 

Extensive  deposits  of  commercial  grade  alluvial 
sand  and  gravel  can  be  found  along  most  drain- 
ages in  the  planning  area.  Past  use  of  sand  and 
gravel  was  limited  to  a  few  highway  department 
material  sitesandprivateand  public  usefrom  com- 
munity pits.  Recently,  the  demand  has  increased 
with  the  development  of  the  oil  and  gas  activity 
and  associated  highway  construction  in  the  Over- 
thrust  Belt. 

Approximately  80  acres  in  the  planning  area  are 
developed  for  sand  and  gravel. 

Decorative  building  stone  can  be  found  in  great 
abundance  in  the  southwestern  part  of  the  plan- 
ning area  in  Tps.  26  and  27  N.,  R.  115  W.,  and  in 
parts  of  T.  25  N.,  Rs.  114  and  115  W.  along 
LaBarge  Creek  and  Miller  Mountain.  It  occurs  as 
a  moss-covered  sandstone  on  talus  slopes  at  the 
base  of  massive  cliffs  in  the  Nugget  Formation 
(Triassic-Jurasic  Age). 
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AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


TABLE  23 

STATE  AND  FEDERAL  AIR  QUALITY  STANDARDS 
(micrograms/cubic  meter) 


Averaging 
Time 

Ambient 

Increment 

Federal 

Wyoming 
State 

PSD  Federal 
and  Wyoming^ 

Pollutant 

Primary 

Secondary 

Class 
1 

Class 
II 

Class 
III 

Sulfur 
Dioxide  (SO2) 

Annual 
(Arith.) 
24  hour 
3  hour 

80 

365 

1,300 

60 

260 
1,300 

2 

5 
25 

20 

91 
512 

40 
182 
700 

Total  suspended 

Particulates 

(TSP) 

Annual 
(Geo.  Mean) 
24  hour 

75 
260 

60 
150 

60 

150 

5 
10 

19 
37 

37 
75 

Carbon  Monoxide 
(CO) 

8  hour 
1  hour 

10,000 
40,000 

10,000 
40,000 

10,000 
40,000 

— 

— 

— 

Nonmethane 
Hydrocarbons 

3  hour 
(0600-0900) 

— 

— 

160 

— 

— 

— 

Hydrogen  Fluoride 
(HF) 

12  hour 
24  hour 
7  day/30  day 

— 

— 

3.0 

1.8 
0.5/0.4 

— 

— 

— 

Hydrogen  Sulfide 
(H2) 

long  term2 
short  term3 





70 
40 





— 

Lead  (Pb) 

Quarterly 

1.5 

1.5 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide  (NO2) 

Annual 
(Arith.) 

100 

100 

100 

— 

— 

— 

Oxidents  (Ozone)^ 

1  hour 

235 

235 

160 

— 

— 

— 

Sources:  National  Primary  and  Secondary  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  (40  CFR  50  et  seq,  as  amended  January 
5,  1983).  Requirements  for  Preparation,  Adoption  and  Submittal  of  Implementation  Plans  (40  CFR  51.24,  as  amended 
September  3,  1982).  Approval  and  Promulgation  of  Implementation  Plans  (40  CFR  52.21,  as  amended  June  25,  1982). 
Code  of  Colorado  Regulations  (Volume  5,  Part  14  as  amended  May  27,  1980).  Wyoming  Rules  and  Regulations  of 
the  Department  of  Environmental  Quality,  Air  Quality  Division  (Chapter  1  as  amended  January  25,  1979). 

1  The  state  of  Wyoming  has  no  Class  III  areas  of  increments. 

2  The  Wyoming  long-term  hydrogen  sulfide  half-hour  standard  is  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  twice  per  calendar 
year. 

3  Short-term  standards  (those  other  than  Annual  and  Quarterly)  are  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  each  year 
except  hydrogen  fluoride,  hydrogen  sulfide,  and  the  federal  ozone  standards.  Under  regulations,  the  "expected  number 
of  days"  with  ozone  levels  above  the  standard  are  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  per  calendar  year.  The 
Wyoming  short-term  hydrogen  sulfide  half-hour  standard  is  not  be  be  exceeded  twice  per  five  day  period. 


Considerable  nnoss  rock  extraction  has 
occurred  in  the  LaBarge  Creek  area.  It  is  antici- 
pated that  this  rock  will  continue  to  be  in  demand. 
Currently,  the  moss  rock  is  located  in  the  Lake 
Mountain  WSA.  Management  under  Interim  Man- 
agement Policy  and  Guidelines  for  lands  under 
wilderness  review  management  preclude  sale  of 
the  rock  until  Congress  acts  upon  the  recommen- 
dation for  nonwilderness. 


A  number  of  inactive  mining  claims  encompass 
approximately  20,000  acres  in  the  planning  area. 
The  main  reason  for  the  low  level  of  claims  and 
no  activity  seems  to  be  the  low  occurrence  of  such 
minerals  as  uranium,  copper,  gypsum,  and  gold. 
These  minerals  are  known  to  exist  in  small  scat- 
tered noncommercial  quantities.  No  activity  in 
relation  to  the  extraction  of  these  minerals  cur- 
rently exists  and  none  is  anticipated  in  the  future. 
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Fort  Union  Fm.               ~^^-~-:^^~— r[  Grav    carbonaceous    shale    and    sandstone   with   ferruginous  concretions, 

(Almyl  ^^—  -  =\^  coat  bearing. 


GENERAL  DESCRIPTION 


Brown  buff,  cross-bedded  eohan  sandstone,  interbedded  gravels,  cobbles 
and  boulders  of  sandstone,  quartzite,  and  crystalline  schists,  (maximum 
deposition,  etc.) 

Olive  and  drab  banded  sandstone  and  shale,  fluvial  and  lacustrine  origin. 


Thinly   laminated  chalky   shale,  buff-brown  sandstone,  soft  marly  shale. 


Red  and  gray  conglomerate;  shale  and  sandstone,  coal  bearing. 


Thick  to  thin  bedded  gray  to  buff  sandstone  with  gray  to  brownish  shale. 

Adaville  Fm.  replaces  Lance  and  Lewis  to  west.  It  is  characterized  by  gray 
calcareous  sandstone,  siltstone,  carbonaceous  clay,  and  coal. 

Sandy  shales  and  clays  of  gray  or  drab  color  with  calcareous  concretions. 

Gray    sandstone   interbedded  with   gray   shale,  gray   carbonaceous  shale, 
coal  bearing. 


Upper  and  lower  massive  conglomeratic  sandstone  separated  by  a  rusty 
zone  of  thin  bedded  sandstone  and  siltstone. 


Buff  to  light  gray  sandstone  alternating  with  thick  coal  beds  and  carbon- 
aceous shale,  most  important  coal  bearing  formation. 


jr-^  A  Gray  marine  shale  and  ripple  marked  sandstone. 


Dark  gray  marine  shale  slightly  gypslferous,  lens  of  finegrained  sandstone. 


Gray  sandstone  and  shale. 

Gray  to  black  siliceous  shale. 

Gray  sandstone  and  shale. 

Variegated  shale,  oolitic  limestone,  red  shale. 

Gray  and  buff  sandstone. 

Variegated  shale  and  sandstone. 
Red  voricgated  gypsiferous  shale. 
Brown  to  gray  dolomite. 

Gray  sandstone  and  dolomite. 

Red  shale,  white  limestone  and  dolomitic  sandstone. 

Massive,  thin  bedded  blue  and  gray  cherty  limestone. 

Varicolored  shale,  sandstone,  and  dolomitic  limestone. 

Massive  dolomite  and  limestone. 

Greenish  gray  limestone. 

Gray  and  green  shale  and  sandstone. 

Red  and  gray  sandstone  and  quartzite. 


Crystalline  rocks. 


SOURCE:    USDI    1981a 


AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


There  are  no  producing  mines  at  the  present  time 
in  the  area.  The  potential  for  producing  mines  is 
low  to  nonexistent  due  to  the  lack  of,  or  low  con- 
centration of,  minerals  in  the  geological  forma- 
tions throughout  the  area. 


Withdrawals 

Currently,  196,830  acres  are  under  a  coal  with- 
drawal; 41,380  acres  are  under  a  phosphate  with- 
drawal; and  30,080  acres  are  withdrawn  for  oil 
shale.  These  withdrawals  were  established  for  the 
protection  of  the  minerals  and  prevented  the 
establishment  of  claims  by  location.  The  oil  shale 
withdrawal  also  withdrew  those  areas  from  explo- 
ration and  development  of  all  locatable  minerals. 
The  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  1920  provided  that 
deposits  of  coal,  phosphates,  and  oil  shale  would 
be  acquired  through  a  leasing  system  and  were 
no  longer  available  for  location.  This  action  basi- 
cally eliminated  the  need  for  the  withdrawals, 
coupled  with  the  fact  that  commercial  quantities 
of  these  minerals  really  do  not  exist  in  the 
resource  area.  Due  to  the  lack  of  potential  for 
development,  no  leasing  is  expected  to  occur. 
The  purpose  for  which  the  withdrawals  were 
established  is  no  longer  pertinent. 


WILDLIFE 


Big  Game  Species 

Population  objectives  and  crucial  ranges  for  big 
game  species  were  revised  for  the  final  RMP  to 
reflect  updated  information  received  during  the 
public  comment  period.  Population  objectives 
were  modified  to  fit  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish 
Department  (WGFD)  planning  objective  levels  as 
of  1987.  (Note  that  the  Sublette  mule  deer  objec- 
tive is  inclusive  of  a  larger  total  hunt  area  than  was 
described  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.) 

The  WGFD  Strategic  Plan  is  a  basic  tool  used 
to  establish  population  objectives  for  wildlife, 
both  on  public  and  private  lands.  The  BLM  respon- 
sibility is  to  provide  habitat  through  federal  law. 
The  State  of  Wyoming  responsibility  is  to  manage 
wildlife  populations.  Cooperation  between  fed- 
eral habitat  managers  and  state  wildlife  managers 
occurs  during  development  of  the  state's  strate- 
gic plan  for  wildlife,  as  well  as  federal  land  use 
plans.  The  population  objectives  are  subject  to 
change  through  appropriate  channels.  Agency 
and  public  comments  are  valuable  components  of 
the  state's  population  objective-setting  process. 


Populations  of  wildlife  are  dynamic  and  subject 
to  severe  fluctuation.  Severe  winters  or  summer 
drought  can  reduce  wildlife  numbers,  while  mild 
winters  and  favorable  summer  conditions  can 
allow  dramatic  increases.  Habitat  availability 
changes  with  weather  conditions,  as  well  as 
human  influences.  This  RMP  attempts  to  balance 
wildlife  habitat  objectives  with  conflicting  land 
uses. 

The  wildlife  populations  are  subject  to  regula- 
tion by  harvest  schemes  based  on  the  state's  stra- 
tegic plan.  BLM  supports  this  system  and  pro- 
vides input  where  necessary  to  ensure  adherence 
to  federal  land  use  plan  allocations.  Harvest  reg- 
ulations also  are  open  to  public  comment  under 
the  WGFD  commissioners'  final  authority. 

Resolution  of  conflicts  will  be  approached  with 
the  direction  to  maintain  habitat  to  support  WGFD 
planning  objectives  as  shown  on  Table  28. 

Any  change  in  planning  objectives  sought  by 
WGFD  for  wildlife  populations  would  be  evalu- 
ated as  it  affects  RMP  objectives  for  all  resources 
and  habitat  availability.  If  the  proposed  change 
from  WGFD  can  be  accommodated  by  the  re- 
source allocations  in  the  RMP,  the  habitat  is  avail- 
able, and  compatibility  with  other  uses  is  shown, 
the  change  in  population  objective  would  be  sup- 
ported by  BLM.  Before  any  change  that  does  not 
meet  these  criteria  are  supported  by  BLM,  a  plan 
amendment  requiring  full  public  involvement  may 
be  initiated  whereby  the  impacts  to  other  activi- 
ties would  be  analyzed.  The  results  of  this  process 
would  determine  whether  BLM  would  support  the 
proposed  change,  or  respond  that  BLM  habitat 
management  would  not  ensure  that  new  popula- 
tion objective  levels  could  be  accommodated. 

Approximately  33,280  acres  of  crucial  deer  and 
elk  winter  ranges  (Maps  23  and  24)  were  added 
to  the  resource  area  total  through  updated  infor- 
mation received  from  WGFD  during  the  public 
review  process.  These  areas  include  extensions 
of  crucial  ranges  in  the  Deer  Hills  and  Calpet 
areas,  and  map  changes  that  were  in  error 
(although  acreages  remain  the  same)  on  the  Mesa 
and  south  of  the  Piney  cutoff  for  mule  deer.  Elk 
crucial  winter  range  extends  further  west  in  the 
Rock  Creek  area  and  further  east  of  the  Bench 
Corral  feedground.  The  seasonal  surface  disturb- 
ance stipulation  would  be  applied  to  new  leases 
for  these  areas  and  negotiations  for  existing 
leases  would  be  sought  to  allow  exploration  and 
development  activities  only  during  noncrucial 
time  periods. 

Other  multiple  uses  (forestry,  livestock  grazing, 
etc.)  would  be  allowed  as  specified  in  the  RMP 
land  use  allocations  with  consideration  for  the  cru- 
cial areas  developed  during  activity  planning. 
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TABLE  28 
BIG  GAME  PLANNING  OBJECTIVE  LEVELS^ 


Species 

Herd  Unit 

Hunt  Areas 

Population 
Objective 

Elk 

Upper  Green  River 

Pinedale 

Piney 

Hoback 

West  Green  River 

93/95/96 

97/98 

92/94 

86/87 

102/103/104 

2,240 
1,567 
2,424 
1,079 
3,000 

Moose 

Sublette 
Lincoln 

3/4/5/22/24/25 
26 

2,100 
1,000 

Antelope 

Sublette 

West  Green  River 

85-92/96/107 
93 

19,400 
3,000 

Mule  Deer 

Sublette 
Wyoming  Range 

138-142/146/151-156 
135-137/143-145/147 

12,500 
38,000 

Data  obtained  from  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department. 


Other  nnap  changes,  which  do  not  affect  RMP 
land  use  allocation,  include  winter  range  adjust- 
ments for  the  Bench  Corral  and  Calpet  areas  for 
elk. 


Elk  Feedgrounds 

Large  populations  of  resident  elk  are  nnain- 
tained  by  supplemental  winter  feeding.  During 
the  1940s  and  early  1950s,  elk  increased  in 
numbers  and  winter  feeding  came  about  as  a 
direct  result  of  inadequate  natural  winter  range 
and  accompanying  elk  depredations  to  ranchers' 
hay. 

During  this  period,  the  Wyoming  Game  and 
Fish  Department  was  paying  substantial  elk  dam- 
age claims.  At  the  same  time,  experience  had  con- 
vinced those  working  with  elk  that  feeding  was  the 
only  alternative  if  a  viable  population  was  to  be 
maintained. 

Feeding  locations  have  varied  over  the  years 
and  occasional  "emergency"  feed  areas  have 
been  used  and  discontinued  as  knowledge  and 
needs  dictated.  Present  feeding  locations  are  now 
established  in  what  are  generally  believed  to  be 
efficient  locations,  from  an  economic  and  elk- 
acceptance  standpoint.  Actual  feeding  generally 
occurs  from  December  1  through  April  30  on  an 
annual  basis. 


Feed  areas  and  facilities  located  on  BLM- 
administered  public  lands  are  authorized  under  a 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  with  the 
Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  (WGFD). 
This  MOU  defines  BLM  and  WGFD  responsibili- 
ties for  permitted  land  use  activities  and  feed- 
ground  operations. 

No  technically  feasible  or  reasonable  alterna- 
tives to  this  management  technique  are  available. 
Should  supplemental  feeding  be  eliminated  or  re- 
duced, elk  populations  would  be  eliminated  or 
reduced  proportionately,  since  available  natural 
winter  range  is  totally  inadequate  to  support  pre- 
sent population  levels.  In  addition,  severe  compe- 
tition problems  with  livestock  and  deer  could 
arise  and  elk  damage  to  private  lands  would 
re-occur  if  the  feeding  program  were  stopped. 
Due  to  the  nature  of  the  feeding  program,  the  use 
area  around  each  feeding  site  (Map  24)  is  consid- 
ered crucial  elk  habitat.  These  adjacent  areas  pro- 
vide thermal  cover  and  protection  for  the  winter- 
ing elk. 

The  elk  usually  stay  within  one  or  two  miles  of 
the  feedgrounds  during  the  winter  months.  With 
the  advent  of  spring,  the  elk  scatter  along  the  foot- 
hills, moving  up  to  their  summer  ranges  when 
weather  conditions  permit. 

To  maintain  the  integrity  of  the  elk  feed- 
grounds,  certain  activities  would  be  constrained 
on  lands  near  them.  The  NSO  restriction  would 
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Summer  Range 

Yearlong  Range 

Winter  Range 
^^^  Crucial  Winter  Range 

Parturition  Areas 
^Kas»»«»  Hunt  Area  Boundaries 
138  ^"-""^  ^''^^  Numbers 


R.115W.        R.  114W^^^.  113W.    R.  112W 


Map  23 
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SEASONAL  USE  AND  HUNT  AREAS 

Pinedale  Resource  Management  Plan 
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ELK  HABITAT 
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Pinedale  Resource  Management  Plan 


AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


be  imposed  on  the  lands  described  in  Table  54, 
for  all  activities,  except  those  which  have  impacts 
that  are  temporary  in  nature  or  that  are  compat- 
ible with  elk  habitat  management. 

Other  constraints  include  ORV  closure  during 
winter  (Table  14),  restrictions  on  rights-of-way 
and  lands  actions  (such  as  disposal),  and  consid- 
eration in  livestock  allotment  management  plan- 
ning. 


LANDS  MANAGEMENT 


Utility  Corridors 

Two  major  corridors  have  been  identified  on 
Map  30,  reflecting  BLM  policy  to  locate  utilities 
along  existing  use  areas.  These  corridors  can 
extend  to  2  miles  in  width  depending  upon  the 
resource  values  involved  (Map  30). 


TABLE  54 
ELK  FEEDGROUND  LOCATIONS 


Surface  Acres^ 


Feedground 


Federal 


Private 


Legal  Description 


Scab  Creek 


Fall  Creek 


Soda  Lake 


Franz 


2,240  T33N.,  R.  106W. 

sec.  18,  N1/2,  SE1/4,  E1/2SW1/4,  SW1/4SW1/4 
sec.  19,  N1/2,  E1/2SE1/4,  W1/2SW1/4 

T33N.,  R.  107  W. 
sec.  13,  N1/2,  SE1/4SE1/4 
sec.  14,  NE1/4 
sec.  24,  All 

960  T33N.,  R.  106W. 

sec.  18,  NW1/4SW1/4 

sec.  19,  W1/2SE1/4,  E1/2SW1/4 

T33N.,  R.  107W. 
sec.  13,  SW1/4,  W1/2SE1/4,  NE1/4SE1/4 
sec.  14,  SE1/4 
sec.  23,  El/2 

160  T33N.,  R.  108W. 

sec.  1,  N1/2N1/2 

640  T33N.,  R.  108W. 

sec.  1,S1/2N1/2,  SI/2 
sec.  12,  N1/2N1/2 

1,840  T35N.,  R.  109W. 

sec.  26,  NW1/4,  N1/2SW1/4 

sec.  27,  W1/2,  N1/2SE1/4,  SW1/4SE1/4 

sec.  34,  All 

sec.  35,  NW1/4NW1/4,  S1/2NW1/4,  SW1/4 

T34.  N.,  R.  109  W. 
sec.  2,  N1/2NW1/4 
sec.  3,  N1/2N1/2 

680  T36N.,  R.  112W. 

sec.  14,  SE1/4,  W1/2NE1/4,  N1/2NW1/4 
sec.  15,  NW1/4NW1/4 
sec.  23,  El/2 

1,400  T36N.,  R.  112W. 

sec.  11,  SW1/4,  W1/2SE1/4 

sec.  14,  SW1/4,  S1/2NW1/4 

sec.  15,  El/2,  SW1/4,  E1/2NW1/4,  SW1/4NW1/4 

sec.  23,  W1/2 


59 


AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 

TABLE  54  (Continued) 
ELK  FEEDGROUND  LOCATIONS 


Surface  Acres^ 


Feedground 


Federal 


Private 


Legal  Description 


Black  Butte 


320 


1,400 


Jewett 
Bench  Corral 

North  Piney 
Finnegan 


640 


1,920 


1,080 


1.920 


400 


Total  Federal 
Surface  Acres  and 
Federal  Minerals 

Total  Private 
Surface  Acres  and 
Federal  Minerals 

TOTAL  ACRES 


8,320 


7,280 


T.  36N.,  R.  now. 
sec.  6,  SW1/4,  W1/2SE1/4,  SE1/4NW1/4 

T.  37N.,  R.  now. 
sec.  33,  NW1/4SW1/4 

T.  36N.,  R.  now. 
sec.  6,  N1/2N1/2,  SW1/4NW1/4,  SW1/4NE1/4 

T.  37N.,  R.  now. 
sec.  33,  SE1/4,  S1/2NE1/4,  E1/2SW1/4,  SW1/4SW1/4 
sec.  34,  S1/2N1/2,  SI/2 
sec.  35,  W1/2 

T.  34N.,  R.  114W. 
sec.  35 

T.  31  N.,  R.  112W. 
sees.  1,  2 

T.  32N.,  R.  112  W. 
sec.  35 

T.31  N.,  R.  114  W. 
sec.  29,  N1/2,  N1/2SW1/4,  NW1/4SE1/4 
sec.  30 

T.  30N.,  R.  114  W. 
sec.  17,  W1/2SW1/4 
sec.  18 
sec.  19 

sec.  20,  NW1/4,  N1/2SW1/4 
sec.  30,  N1/2 

T.  30N.,  R.  114W. 
sec.  20,  El/2,  S1/2SW1/4 


15,600 


'  All  mineral  acreages  are  federally  administered. 
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CHAPTER  4 


ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


INTRODUCTION 

This  chapter  contains  a  description  of  changes 
or  modifications  of  impacts  that  have  occurred  to 
the  draft  RMP/EIS.  These  changes  are  due  to 
public  comments  provided  on  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 
These  changes  are  not  substantial  and  do  not 
change  the  overall  impact  analysis  nor  the  find- 
ings or  conclusions. 


PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 


Minerals 

The  application  of  seasonal  restrictions  on 
461,090  acres  of  crucial  and  noncrucial  big  game 
winter  range  represents  an  increase  of  approxi- 
mately 62,280  acres  of  lands  covered  by  these 
restrictions.  This  would  slightly  increase  the  costs 
of  conducting  oil  and  gas  activities. 

Deferring  mineral  leasing  in  the  Rock  Creek 
ACEC  and  the  surrounding  11,900-acre  elk  hab- 
itat area  (17,100  acres  total)  until  an  evaluation  is 
completed  would  have  little  immediate  effect  on 
the  oil  and  gas  resource  or  exploration  and  devel- 
opment activities,  since  much  of  this  area  is  under 
the  interim  wilderness  management  policy  until  at 
least  1991.  Approximately  1,300  acres  of  produc- 
ing oil  and  gas  leases  would  not  be  affected. 

When  the  evaluation  is  completed,  it  is  possible 
that  no  surface  occupancy  (NSO)  restrictions 
would  be  applied  over  large  parts  of  this 
1 7,1 00-acre  area.  This  could  result  in  nondevelop- 
ment  of  extensive  oil  and(or)  gas  reserves.  It 
would  be  the  intent  of  the  detailed  activity  plan 
to  be  developed  to  allow  for  access  and  develop- 
ment of  oil  and  gas  reserves,  if  possible,  while  still 
protecting  elk  winter  range  habitat.  Deep  Madi- 
son gas  exists  under  at  least  part  of  this  area  and 
access  would  be  of  primary  concern. 

Costs  to  geophysical  exploration  activities 
would  be  slightly  increased  and  some  activities 
would  be  displaced.  Only  low  impact  geophysical 
activities  would  be  allowed  in  the  activity  plan 


area.  This  activity  plan  may  impose  restrictions 
but  probably  not  to  the  present  extent  (e.g.,  con- 
sidering that  part  of  the  area  which  is  currently 
under  the  interim  wilderness  management  pol- 
icy). 


Conclusion 

The  adverse  impacts  to  oil  and  gas  develop- 
ment would  be  slightly  more  than  under  existing 
management.  Increased  costs  would  result  from 
the  application  of  NSO  requirements  and  sea- 
sonal restrictions  for  wildlife  (on  approximately 
48  percent  of  the  area)  and  other  resource  protec- 
tion requirements  (Table  55).  Directional  drilling 
or  suspending  operations  during  restricted  time 
frames  would  cause  costs  to  increase  or  could  dis- 
courage drilling  altogether. 


Wildlife  Habitat 


Forest  Management 

Timber  harvest  would  reduce  total  elk  cover  lev- 
els by  6.7  percent  in  the  planning  area.  However, 
areas  with  high  wildlife  values  (20,836  acres) 
would  be  managed  using  minimum  cover  level 
restrictions.  Intensive  mitigation  is  proposed  to 
reduce  timber  harvest  impact  on  elk  in  four  timber 
management  units  (refer  to  the  Forestry  section 
for  further  explanation  of  these  management 
units). 

Timber  harvest  layout  and  timing  on  Category 
2  forested  lands  (restricted  management)  would 
determine  the  degree  of  impact  on  elk.  Winter 
ranges  would  be  maintained  to  support  WGFD 
population  objectives,  but  summer  and  fall 
calving  ranges  could  receive  a  moderate  to  severe 
impact  if  maximum  allowed  harvest  acreages  (as 
specified  in  the  RMP)  were  permitted  concur- 
rently. For  example,  396  acres  on  Miller  Mountain 
are  scheduled  for  harvest  within  the  next  20  years. 
If  396  acres  were  cut  in  one  year,  impacts  would 
be  severe,  including  important  loss  of  hiding  and 
calving  cover.  However,  if  harvest  were  imple- 
mented   in    increments   over  the   20-year  time 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 

TABLE  55 
RESTRICTIONS  FOR  ALL  SURFACE-DISTURBANCE  ACTIVITIES 


Approximate  Acres 

Affected  Area 

Restriction 

Restricted  Area 

Restricted^ 

Big  Game  Crucial 

Antelope,  elk,  moose,  and 

Winter  Ranges 

Nov.  15  -  April  30 

mule  deer  crucial  winter  ranges 

461,090 

Elk  Calving  Areas 

May  1  -  June  30 

Designated  calving  area 

56,080 

Sage  Grouse  Leks  and 

Nesting  Areas 

Feb.  1  -  July  31 

Up  to  2-mile  radius  of  lek 

Acreage  will 

Golden  Eagle  Nest 

Feb.  1  -  July  31 

Within  one-half  mile  radius 

vary  annually 

Osprey  Nest 

Feb.  1  -  July  31 

Within  one-half  mile  radius 

as  active 

Swanson  Hawk  Nest 

Feb.  1  -  July  31 

Within  one-half  mile  radius 

nest  locations 

Ferruginous  Hawk  Nest 

Feb.  1  -  July  31 

Within  one  mile  radius 

change. 

Coopers  Hawk  Nest 

Feb.  1  -  July  31 

Within  one-half  mile  radius 

Burrowing  Owl  Nest 

Feb.  1  -  July  31 

Within  one-half  mile  radius 

Merlin  Nest 

Feb.  1  -  July  31 

Within  one-half  mile  radius 

Other  Raptors 

Feb.  1  -  July  31 

Within  one-half  mile  radius 

Elk  Feedgrounds 

No  surface  occupancy 

Feeding  sites  and  buffer  areas 

15,600 

Riparian  Habitat 

No  surface  disturbance 

Within  500  feet 

7.1382 

Upper  Green  River  Special 
Recreation  Management  Area 

Historic  Trails 


Floodplains 


Soapholes  Basin 
Historic  Sites 
Recreation  Sites 

Rock  Creek  ACEC 

Beaver  Creek  Proposed  ACEC 

Scab  Creek  Area 
Total 


No  surface  disturbance 
No  surface  disturbance 

No  surface  disturbance, 
landfills,  or  disposal 
facilities;  compliance 
with  Executive  Orders 
11988  and  11990 

No  surface  disturbance 

No  surface  occupancy 

No  surface  occupancy 
No  surface  disturbance 

No  surface  occupancy 

No  surface  disturbance 

No  activity 


Within  1/4  mile  or  visual  horizon 
(whichever  is  closer) 


Soils,  Watershed 


On  the  site 
Within  1/4  mile 


ACEC 

Within  1,000  feet  of  the  creek  or 
on  slopes  of  25  percent  or  greater 


2,780 
11,200 

26,220 


1,992 

1,100 

585 

4,200 
3,548 

7,636 
571,858 


1  Acreages  do  not  total  due  to  overlapping  resource  concerns. 

2  Actual  riparian  acreage,  not  including  500-foot  buffer. 

frame,  allowing  interinn  reforestation  to  occur  on 
cut  areas,  impacts  to  elk  habitat  would  be  slight 
to  moderate. 

Criteria  established  to  maintain  minimum  cover 
levels  would  help  mitigate  impacts  to  elk  and  pro- 
vide sufficient  habitat  to  support  Wyoming  Game 
and  Fish  Department  population  objectives  for 
the  resource  area.  Timber  harvest  on  specific  elk 
ranges  may  temporarily  displace  elk  and  reduce 
hiding  and  calving  cover,  during  the  period 
between  logging  and  reforestation.  However,  the 
overall  impact,  while  adverse  in  the  short  term, 
would  be  mitigated  in  the  long  term  through  estab- 
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lishing  higher  quality  hiding  cover  (e.g.,  young 
bushy  trees  and  denser  stands  versus  older  and 
more  open  stands;  road  closures  (both  existing 
and  new  roads)  following  completion  of  timber 
sales;  and  maintaining  minimum  cover  levels  on 
important  elk  habitat). 

Activity  planning  would  identify  how  timber  har- 
vest and  energy  development  will  be  accom- 
plished with  proper  protection  of  elk  habitat.  In- 
dividual timber  sale  plans  would  include 
consideration  of  impacts  of  roads,  wells,  pipe- 
lines, and  other  land  uses. 


CHAPTER  5 


CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION;  AND 
PUBLIC  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


INTRODUCTION 

The  Pinedale  RMP/EIS  was  prepared  by  an 
interdisciplinary  team  of  specialists  from  the  Pine- 
dale  Resource  Area,  the  Rock  Springs  District 
Office,  and  the  Wyoming  State  Office  (Table  44). 
Reviews  for  accuracy  and  consistency  were  pro- 
vided by  both  the  district  office  and  state  office 
staffs. 

Consultation,  coordination,  and  public  involve- 
ment have  occurred  throughout  the  process 
through  public  meetings,  informal  meetings,  indi- 
vidual contacts,  news  releases,  and  Federal  Reg- 
ister notices. 

Initial  steps  in  the  process  began  in  1982,  with 
the  development  of  a  preparation  plan.  Other 
early  efforts  included  research,  inventory,  analy- 
sis, and  interagency  coordination. 


PUBLIC  PARTICIPATION 

A  public  participation  plan  was  prepared  to 
ensure  that  the  public  would  have  numerous 
opportunities  to  be  actively  involved  in  the  plan- 
ning and  environmental  process.  Both  formal  and 
informal  input  have  been  encouraged  and  used. 

More  than  half  of  the  responses  contained  com- 
ments regarding  energy/mineral  exploration 
and(or)  development.  The  comments  covered 
mostly  a  concern  over  exploration  and  develop- 
ment. There  was  considerable  interest  by 
ranchers  on  matters  concerning  grazing  and  wild 
horses. 

On  September  27, 1 983,  a  notice  of  intent  to  pre- 
pare a  plan  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register. 

On  June  4, 1 984,  a  news  release  was  issued  and 
a  letter  mailed  to  over  300  individuals,  companies, 
groups,  and  governmental  agencies  to  solicit 
views  and  comments  on  a  set  of  proposed  plan- 
ning criteria. 


Preliminary  issues  identified  by  BLM  were 
mailed  to  approximately  442  persons,  agencies, 
organizations,  and  companies  in  September  1984 
to  obtain  responses  from  the  public.  Approxi- 
mately 60  responses  were  received.  The  following 
discussion  on  issues-related  attitudes  is  based  on 
information  received  from  those  who  took  the  initi- 
ative to  make  their  views  known  in  response  to  the 
issue  mailing.  The  majority  of  the  responses  were 
received  from  organizations.  Many  of  the  respon- 
dents expressed  views  on  more  than  one  issue. 
On  most  issues,  a  wide  variety  of  opinions  were 
expressed.  Many  respondents  indicated  they 
favored  multiple  use  but  interpretation  of  what 
that  meant  differed. 

On  January  8,  1985,  a  letter  requesting  com- 
ment on  the  development  potential  of  the 
resource  area  was  mailed  to  the  Rocky  Mountain 
Oil  and  Gas  Association  (RMOGA)  and  specific 
companies  operating  in  the  Pinedale  Resource 
Area. 

The  Rock  Springs  District  Advisory  Council  has 
been  kept  apprised  of  the  RMP  progress  and  their 
commentsand  recommendations  have  been  solic- 
ited and  used. 

Each  operator  of  a  grazing  allotment  has  been 
contacted  either  in  person  or  in  writing  to  discuss 
the  categorization  of  his  allotment. 

Formal  and  informal  meetings  have  been  held 
with  many  members  of  the  ranching  and  minerals 
industries  and  with  other  interest  groups  and 
agencies.  The  comments  generated  from  these 
meetings  is  on  file  in  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area 
office. 

As  part  of  the  ongoing  consultation  and  coor- 
dination, the  BLM  has  prepared  a  biological 
assessment  for  threatened  and  endangered  spe- 
cies. The  BLM  will  continue  to  coordinate  and 
share  the  results  of  the  assessment  with  the  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  as  required  by  Section 
7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as 
amended. 
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CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 

TABLE  44 
LIST  OF  PREPARERS 


Name 


Position 


Responsibility 


DeLon  Potter 
Renee  Dana 

Jack  Bogle 


Bob  Nelson 
Bob  McCarty 
Steve  Lester 
Bill  Lanning 
Dave  Harper 
Ramsey  Bentley 

Chris  Butler 
Colin  Voigt 
Bob  Raper 
Jim  Hamilton 
Dave  VIcek 
Joe  Patti 

Allen  Riebau 
Carl  Santmyer 
Angelina  Pryich 
Grace  Jensen 
Sallie  Otteman 
Diana  Matozevich 
Wendy  Fry 
Shelley  Peele 

Sue  Roberts 
Carol  Ross 


Area  Manager 
Team  Leader 

Outdoor  Recreation 
Planner 


Range  Conservationist 
Wildlife  Biologist 
Range  Conservationist 
Forester 

Realty  Specialist 
Geologist 

Hydrologist 

Soils  Scientist 

Fire  Management  Officer 

Mining  Engineer 

Archeologist 

Natural  Resource 
Specialist 

Physical  Scientist 

Economist 

Writer-Editor 

Clerk-Typist 

Secretary 

Clerk-Typist 

Recreation  Technician 

Supervisory  Cartography 
Technician 

Cartography  Technician 

Illustrator 


Overall  Responsibility 

Project  Coordination, 
Planning  Guidance 

Assistant  Team  Leader, 
Area  Coordinator,  Visual, 
ORV,  Recreation,  Map 
Coordination 

Range 

Wildlife 

Wild  Horses,  Vegetation 

Forestry,  Access 

Lands,  Realty 

Geology,  Minerals, 
Paleontology 

Watershed 

Soils 

Fire 

Solid  Minerals 

Cultural,  Historical 

State  Office 
Coordination 

Air  Quality 

Socioeconomics 

Editing 

Typing 

Typing 

Typing 

Technical  Assistance 

Cartography 

Cartography 
Illustrations 


The  Notice  of  Availability  for  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  February 
27,  1987.  Sinnilar  notices  were  also  published  in 
several  local  newspapers.  During  the  106-day 
comment  period,  several  additional  notices  were 
published  in  local  newspapers. 

Approximately  600  copies  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
were  mailed  to  the  agencies,  organizations,  and 
groups  listed  elsewhere  in  this  chapter,  as  well  as 
to  other  groups  and  individuals. 


After  the  draft  RMP/EIS  was  released,  four  open 
houses  were  held.  The  first  open  house  was  held 
in  LaBarge  on  April  1,  1987,  with  20  participants. 
The  second  open  house  was  held  in  Big  Piney  on 
April  2,  1987,  with  7  participants.  The  third  and 
fourth  open  houses  were  held  in  Pinedale  on  April 
7,  1987,  and  April  20,  1987,  with  3  participants  at 
each. 

Comment  letters  received  prior  to  June  20, 
1987,  are  found  in  Chapter  6,  together  with  the 
BLM  responses. 


64 


CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


CONSISTENCY 

Coordination  with  other  agencies  and  consis- 
tency with  other  plans  was  accomplished  through 
frequent  communication  and  cooperative  effort 
between  the  BLM  and  involved  federal,  state,  and 
local  agencies  and  organizations  (Table  45). 

The  Wyoming  Governor's  Clearinghouse 
received  numerous  copies  of  the  draft  document 
for  state  agency  review  to  ensure  consistency 

TABLE 


with  the  state's  ongoing  plans.  County  land-use 
plans  for  Sublette  and  Lincoln  counties  have  been 
reviewed  by  the  RMP  team  to  ensure  consistency. 
Meetings  were  held  with  the  respective  county 
planners  and  commissioners  to  promote  greater 
understanding  of  goals,  objectives,  and  resources 
of  both  the  counties  and  the  BLM.  The  Rock 
Springs  District  Multiple  Use  Advisory  Council 
and  the  District  Grazing  Advisory  Board  were  con- 
sulted. The  Forest  Service  draft  plan  for  the 
Bridger-Teton  National  Forest  was  also  reviewed. 

45 


KEY  COORDINATION  ACTIONS 


AGENCY 


FEDERAL  AGENCY 

Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 


National  Park  Service 


Bureau  of  Mines 


U.S  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 


U.S.  Geological  Survey 
Water  Quality 

Minerals  Management  Service 


Department  of  Agriculture 

U.S.  Forest  Service 
Bridger-Teton  National  Forest 


COORDINATION/RESPONSIBILITY 
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Coordinate  mineral  leasing  and 
other  activities  that  affect 
lands  that  are  administered  by 
the  BOR.  Review  the  RMP  for 
consistency  with  BOR  planning. 

a)  Oregon  and  Mormon  National 
Historic  Trails  Management  Plan 
responsibility.  Continuing 
oversight  and  assistance  role  in 
the  implementation  of  trail  plans. 

b)  Review  of  RMP  for  consistency 
with  NFS  planning. 

Approval  for  recovery  of 
federally  owned  helium  from 
natural  gas. 

Review  actions  affecting 
threatened  or  endangered  species 
of  fish,  wildlife,  or  plants. 

Review  of  RMP  for  consistency 
with  USGS  Planning. 

Review  of  RMP  for  consistency 
with  MMS  Planning. 


Coordinate  mineral  leasing  and 
other  activities  that  affect 
lands  administered  by  USPS. 
Review  the  RMP  for  consistency 
with  USPS  planning. 

Cooperate  in  studying  the 
potential  national  natural 
landmark  in  the  glacial  moraines 
near  Boulder. 

Review  of  RMP  for  consistency 
with  the  management  actions.  The 
proposed  actions  would  also  be 
discussed  with  the  Wyoming  State 
Forestry  Division  and  other 
agencies  involved  in  wildland 
fire  management  and  were 
favorably  received. 


CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


TABLE  45  (Continued) 
KEY  COORDINATION  ACTIONS 


AGENCY 


COORDINATION/RESPONSIBILITY 


Department  of  the  Army 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 


Environmental  Protection  Agency 


STATE  AGENCY 

Wyoming  Department  of 
Environmental  Quality 


Solid  Waste  Management 
Air  Quality  Division 


Water  Quality  Division 


Wyoming  State  Engineer's  Office 


Issue  Section  404  individual 
permit(s)  for  placement  of 
dredged  or  fill  material  in 
waters  of  the  United  States  or 
their  adjacent  wetlands. 

Issue  Resource  Conservation  and 
Recovery  Permit  for  treatment, 
storage,  or  disposal  of  hazardous 
waste. 

Register  generators  of  hazardous 
waste. 

Water  and  air  quality  control. 

Review  RMP  for  consistency  with 
NEPA  and  CEQ  requirements. 


Review  of  RMP  for  consistency 
with  DEQ  regulations  and 
management  plans. 

Permits  for  solid  waste  disposal. 

Issue  air  quality  construction 
and  operation  permit. 

Emission  of  smoke  from  controlled 
BLM  burning  coordinated  with  the 
AQD,  with  approval  granted  by 
that  agency. 

Approval  of  wastewater  disposal. 

Approval  of  sewage  treatment 
plant  (ground  water  pollution 
control  permit). 

Non-point  source  pollution 
control. 

Development  of  state  water 
quality  standards. 

Review  of  RMP  for  consistency 
with  state  ground  and  surface 
water  appropriations  and 
management  plans. 

Issue  permits  to  appropriate 
ground  water;  statement  of 
completion  and  description  of 
well  including  produced  water  for 
beneficial  use. 

Issue  water  rights  to  appropriate 
surface  water. 
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CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


TABLE  45  (Continued) 
KEY  COORDINATION  ACTIONS 


AGENCY 


COORDINATION/RESPONSIBILITY 


Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department 


Wyoming  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation 
Commission 


Wyoming  State  Highway  Department 


Wyoming  State  Land  Office 

Forestry  Division 


Wyoming  Public  Service 
Commission 


Wyoming  State  Historic 
Preservation  Office 


Review  of  RMP  for  consistency 
with  fish  and  wildlife  management 
plans. 

Set  hunting  and  fishing 
areas/seasons. 

Review  actions  affecting  fish  and 
wildlife  species. 

Administer  wildlife  resources. 

Review  of  RMP  for  consistency 
with  WOGCC  rules  and 
regulations/management  plans. 

Authority  to  allow  or  prohibit 
flaring  or  venting  of  gas. 

Approval  of  waster  water  disposal. 

Set  gas/oil  ratio  of  wells. 

Regulate  drilling  and  plugging  of 
wells. 

Directional  drilling  standards. 

Rules  and  regulations  governing 
drilling  units. 

Agreements  for  enhanced  recovery. 

Permits  to  drill  and  blowout 
prevention. 

Waste  of  natural  gas. 

Ratable  take  of  oil. 

Ratable  take  of  gas. 

Review  of  RMP  for  consistency 
with  state  highway  system 
management. 

Permits  for  oversized  and 
overweight  loads. 

Encroachment  permits. 

Review  of  RMP  for  consistency 
with  management  of  state  lands. 

Issue  easements  to  cross  state 
lands. 

Review  and  coordination  of  fire 
management  plans. 

Review  RMP  for  consistency. 

Certificate  of  public  convenience 
and  necessity. 

Review  RMP  for  consistency. 
Cultural  clearance. 
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CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


TABLE  45  (Continued) 
KEY  COORDINATION  ACTIONS 


AGENCY 


COORDINATION/RESPONSIBILITY 


Department  of  Agriculture 

Weed  and  Pest  Control 


COUNTY  AGENCY 
Sublette  County 


Lincoln  County 


Cooperation  with  county  weed  and 
pest  control  programs  would 
continue.  These  programs  were 
analyzed  in  the  Rock  Springs 
District  Designated  Noxious  Weed 
and  Pest  Control  Environmental 
Assessment  and  the  Northwest  Area 
Noxious  Weed  Control  Program  EIS. 


Review  RMP  for  consistency. 

Zoning. 

Access  permits. 

Review  RMP  for  consistency. 
Zoning. 


Access  permits. 


CONSULTATION/ 
COORDINATION 

Mennbers  of  the  RMP  team  have  consulted  for- 
mally or  informally  with  numerous  agencies, 
groups,  and  individuals  in  the  RMP  development 
process.  The  following  list  is  representative  of  the 
businesses,  agencies,  organizations,  and  individ- 
uals who  have  indicated  an  interest  in  the  Pine- 
dale  RMP  and  who  have  been  contacted  during 
the  planning  process.  This  list  is  not  all-inclusive. 
A  complete  list  is  on  file  in  the  Rock  Springs  BLM 
District  Office  and  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area 
Office. 


Federal  Agencies 


U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Reclamation 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (other  offices) 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
National  Parks  Service 
Office  of  Surface  Mining 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
Forest  Service 
Soil  Conservation  Service 
U.S.  Department  of  Energy 
U.S.  Department  of  Defense 

U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
U.S.  Department  of  Commerce 
U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 


State  of  Wyoming 


Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
Game  and  Fish  Department 
Geological  Survey  of  Wyoming 
Governor  of  Wyoming 
State  Clearing  House 
State  Engineer 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
State  Highway  Department 
Wyoming  Recreation  Commission 


Local  Government 


County  Commissions  of  Lincoln  and  Sublette  Counties 
Towns  of  Big  Piney,  LaBarge,  Marbleton,  and  Pinedale 
Lincoln  and  Sublette  County  Planning  Offices 


State  Legislators 


Senators  and  Representatives  of  Lincoln  and  Sublette 
Counties. 


Congressional  Offices 

Office  of  Congressman  Cheney 
Office  of  Congressman  Simpson 
Office  of  Senator  Wallop 


Tribal  Councils 


Arapaho  and  Shoshoni  Tribal  Councils 
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Industry 


Arco  Coal.  Co. 

Atlantic  Richfield  Company  - 

Axem  Resources  Inc. 

Beico  Petroleum  Corporation  (Enron) 

Black  Butte  Coal  Co. 

Bridger  Coal  Company 

CIG  Corporation 

Champlin  Petroleum 

Chevron  USA,  Inc. 

Christmann  and  Associates 

Church  and  Dwight  Co.,  Inc. 

Cumberland  Coal  Company 

Dew  Lumber  Company 

Diamond  Shamrock 

Exxon 

FMC  Corporation 

Gulf  Mineral  Resources,  Inc. 

Gulf  Oil 

Homestake  Mining  Company 

Husky  Oil  Company 

Kaiser  STeel  Corporation 

Kerr-McGee  Corporation 

Longtree  Timber 

Louisiana  Pacific 

Marathon  Oil  Co. 

Mobil  Oil  Corporation 

Mountain  Bell 

Mountain  Fuel  Resources,  Incorporated 

Nerco  Inc. 

Northwest  Pipeline  Corporation 

Pacific  Power 

Rocky  Mountain  Energy 

South  &  Jones 

Stansbury  Coal  Co. 

Sun  Exploration  and  Production 

Texaco  Inc. 

Texas  Gulf,  Inc. 

The  PO  Corporation 

U.S.  Steel  Corporation 

Union  Pacific  Railroad 

Utah  International,  Inc. 

Utah  Power  and  Light  Company 

Western  Energy  Co. 

Wickes  Forest  Industries 

Wyoming  Telephone  Co. 

Associations  and  Interest  Groups 

American  Horse  Protective  Association 

American  Humane  Association 

Animal  Protection  Institute  of  America 

Citizens  for  Survival  of  the  Red  Desert 

Defenders  of  Wildlife 

Earth  First! 

Environmental  Defense  Fund 

Friends  of  Wild  Wyoming  Deserts 

Greater  Yellowstone  Coalition 

Independent  Petroleum  Association  of  Mountain  States 

International  Society  for  the  Protection  of  Mustangs  and 

Burros 
Izaak  Walton  League 
LaBarge  Roundup  Association 
Minerals  Exploration  Coalition 
National  Audobon  Society 
National  Resources  Defense  Council 
National  Wildlife  Federation 


Northern  Plains  Resource  Council 

Old  West  EIS  Project 

Oregon-California  Trails  Association 

Overthrust  Industrial  Association 

Petroleum  Association  of  Wyoming 

Rock  Springs  Grazing  Board 

Rocky  Mountain  Oil  and  Gas  Association 

Seedskadee  Audobon  Society 

Sierra  Club 

Society  for  Range  Management 

Southwest  Wyoming  Industrial  Association 

The  Nature  Conservancy 

WHOA 

Wild  Horses  Yes 

Wilderness  Society 

Wyoming  Wildlife  Federation 


Others 

Many  individuals  were  contacted  including  all 
range  permittees  and  lessees  in  the  Pinedale 
Resource  Area. 


COMMENTS  AND 
RESPONSES 


Introduction 

This  section  is  divided  into  three  parts:  1 )  com- 
ment letters  and  responses;  2)  comments  summa- 
rized from  the  public  meetings;  and  3)  errata. 

The  responses  to  comments  fall  into  three 
general  categories.  Some  comments  required  a 
clarification  of  the  information  in  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS.  These  are  found  in  response  to  the  Individual 
comment.  Other  responses  required  minor 
changes  in  the  text  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  These 
changes  are  found  in  the  Errata.  Still  other 
changes  resulted  in  minor  changes  in  the  Pro- 
posed Plan.  These  changes  are  found  under  the 
Proposed  Plan  in  Chapter  2  of  this  final  RMP/EIS. 


Comment  Letters 

Comment  letters  were  received  from  47  individ- 
uals and  organizations.  Each  letter  was  assigned 
a  reference  number  (1-47)  for  use  in  responding 
to  comments  (Table  56).  Each  letter  was  divided 
into  its  major  points  and  each  point  was  assigned 
a  number.  Each  comment  will  be  referenced  by 
a  two-number  code.  The  first  number  refers  to  the 
letter;  the  second  number  refers  to  the  point 
Within  the  letter  (e.g.,  37-13). 
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TABLE  56 
COMMENTS  RECEIVED 


Assigned  Number 
(in  order  of  receipt)  Name  of  Commentor 

1  Goodloe  Ranch 

2  Bureau  of  Mines 

3  Lowell  C.  Hansen 

4  Walter  C.  Yose,  Jr. 

5  U.S.  Soil  Conservation  Service 

6  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

7  National  Park  Service 

8  Narrower  Ranches 

9  American  Rivers 

10  Wyoming  Advocates  for  Animals 

1 1  Green  River  Valley  Cattlemen's  Association 

12  Lincoln  County  Office  of  Planning  and  Development 

13  Kenneth  Smith 

14  American  Rivers 

15  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

16  Wyoming  Farm  Bureau  Federation 

17  Albert  Sommers  Family 

18  Bureau  of  Reclamation 

19  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

20  Marathon  Oil  Company 

21  Upper  Green  River  Cattle  Association 

22  Blue  Ribbon  Coalition,  Inc. 

23  Wyoming  Wildlife  Federation 

24  Paul  H.  Anspach 

25  Rocky  Mountain  Oil  &  Gas  Association 

26  Wyoming  State  Grazing  Board 

27  Wyoming  Office  of  the  Governor 

28  Wyoming  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission 

29  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 

30  Wyoming  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

31  Wyoming  Geological  Survey 

32  Wyoming  Public  Service  Commission 

33  Wyoming  Recreation  Commission 

34  Wyoming  State  Forestry  Division 

35  Wyoming  Water  Development  Commission 

36  Wyoming  State  Engineer's  Office 

37  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department 

38  Wyoming  Office  of  the  Governor 

39  Petroleum  Association  of  Wyoming 

40  National  Wildlife  Federation 

41  Enron  Oil  and  Gas  Co. 

42  Douglas  Weaver 

43  Exxon  Company,  U.S.A. 

44  True  Oil  Company 

45  Chevron  U.S.A.  Inc. 

46  Longtree  Timber 

47  Amoco  Production  Company 
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Goodloe  Ranch 


ie  Mllas  NorihwMl 


Capltan,  NM  sasif 
505-3M-2379 


March    16,     1987 


rIceTved] 

MAR19198T 


Response  to  Letter  1 

Thank  you  for  your  comments.  Please  note  text 
change  in  the  Proposed  Plan. 


Mr.  DeLon  Potter 
Area  Manager 

BLM-Pinedale  Resource  Area 
Pinedale,  WV   82941 

Dear  Mr.  Potter: 

I  understand  that  planning  is  underway  for  the  Pinedale 
Resource  Area.   I  would  like  for  you  to  consider  my 
comments  prior  to  the  release  of  your  Draft  Resource 
Management  Plan,  and  would  like  to  be  placed  on  your 
mailing  list. 

I  enthusiastically  support  your  decision  to  confine  OBV ' s 
to  designated  areas,  roads  and  trails.   I  would  suggest, 
however,  that  areas  should  be  designated  as  "open"  only 
after  careful  consideration,  in  the  planning  process,  of 
the  costs  ana  benefits  of  such  an  "open"  designation.   The 
protection  of  riparian  zones,  rangeland  watersheds  and 
wildlife  habitat  should  have  top  priority  even  in  those 
"open"  areas. 

Your  decision  to  control  burn  5,000  acres  of  sagebrush 
IS  very  encouraging.   Hopefully,  that  will  lead  to  a  better 
understanding  of  fire  and  its  importance  to  rangeland 
management . 


Sincerely  yours. 


'.3^^^?C__ 


Sid  Goodloe 

New  Fork  Cattle  Company 

Pinedale,  WY 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  MINES 

P    O    BOX  25086 

BLILDINC  20.  DENVER  FEDERAL  CENTER 

DENVER.  COLORADO    H022i 

Intermduntain  Field  Operations  Center 


Hemorandum 
To: 


March  2*,  1987 


Team  Leader,  Pinedale  Resource  Hanasejnent  Plan.  U.S.  Bureau  of 
Land  Hanagement,  P.O.  Box  1869,  Bock  Springs.  UyominB   82902-1869 

Chief,  Intermountain  Field  Operations  Center 

Review  of  draft  Resource  Kanagement  Plan/Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (RHP/8IS)  for  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area.  Sublette  and 
Lincoln  Counties.  Uyoroing 


As  you  requested.  Bureau  of  Mines  personnel  hav«  reviewed  the  subject  report 
regarding  the  proposed  management  of  approximately  931,000  acres  of  public 
land  and  1,185.000  acres  of  federal  mineral  estate,  including  two  wilderness 
study  areas  (WSA's)  in  west-central  Wyoming.   Our  comments  pertain  to  the 
discussion  of  mineral  resources  and  the  assessment  of  impacts  under  the  plan. 
The  draft  RMP/8IS  outlines  four  alternative  plans  (a  Preferred  Alternative, 
and  Alternatives  A.  B.  and  C)  for  managing  public  lands  in  the  Pinedale 
Resource  Area.   Minerals  are  considered  in  all  four  plans.   In  general,  the 
planning  criteria  are  designed  for  an  orderly  and  efficient  development  of 
mineral  resources.   As  noted  in  all  four  plans  (pp   129-134).  known  economic 
resources  of  oil  and  gas,  sand  and  gravel,  and  decorative  building  stone  exist 
in  the  planning  area. 

Oil  and  gas  production  in  the  planning  area  is  substantial    Ninety  percent  of 
the  gas  production  in  the  planning  area  occurs  in  the  Big  Piney-LaBarge  area. 
Commercial-grade  alluvial  sand  and  gravel  is  found  along  most  drainages  and 
decorative  building  stone  (moss  rock)  is  found  and  has  been  extracted  in  the 
southwestern  part  of  the  planning  area.   Coal,  phosphate,  oil  shale,  uranium, 
copper,  gypsum,  and  gold  also  occur  in  the  planning  area,  but  are  knoirfn  to 
exist  in  small ,  scattered,  noncommercial  quantities . 

Two  wilderness  study  areas  (USA's),  Scab  Creek  and  Lake  Mountain  USA's,  in  the 
planning  area  were  evaluated  in  two  previous  wilderness  BISs.  As  a  result  of 
those  studies,  only  Scab  Creek  USA  was  recommended  by  the  BLH  for  designation 
as  wilderness  That  designation  would  close  to  leasing  about  7.636  acres  with 
moderate  oil  and  gas  potential.  The  text  is  not  clear  as  to  whether  the  USA's 
were  included  in  the  area  which  was  closed  to  oil  and  gas  leasing. 


Response  to  Letter  2 

The  Scab  Creek  area  is  mentioned  on  pages  48, 
55,  and  56  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  More  specific 
information  is  available  in  the  Scab  Creek  Final 
Wilderness  Study  Report  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 
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Hanagement  of  mineral  resources  under  each  of  the  four  alternatives  is 
discussed  on  pages  66.  88,  97,  and  106.   Hone  of  the  four  plans,  however, 
mention  the  7.636  acres  in  the  Scab  Creek  WSA  which  would  be  closed  to  oil  and 
gas  leasing.   This  acreage  is  addressed  in  Table  1.  p.  6.  regarding  oil  and 
gas  leasing,  but  it  also  should  be  mentioned  in  the  text. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


jocMmnnn, 


301  NORTH  DAKOTA  AVENUE 
SIOUX  FALLS.  SOUTH  DAKOTA  57W2 
605-336-0885 


March  30,    1987 


TeaiD  Leader 

Rock  Springs  District  Office 

PO  Box  1869 

Bock  Springs,  Wyo.  82902-1869 


Dear  Sir: 

Thank  you  for  the  "Draft  EIS"  copy  I  received  on  March  6,  1987.  I  have 
reviewed  the  document;  artd  wish  to  cotnnent  on  the  "Realty  Action"  proposed 
for  land  located  in  T.37  N.,  R.lli  W. ,  Section  13,  W*;  w!;  6th  P.M.,  as  found 
on  page  343  of  the  EIS. 

I  have  attached  a  copy  of  a  letter  I  wrote  to  Mr.  Hyatt,  the  area  Manager 
of  tLhe  Pindale  Resource  Area,  dated  August  1,  1983. 

The  letter  outlines  my  deep  concern  that  the  "Hansen  Tract"  rrey  fall  into 
adverse  private  ownership.  Specifically,  I  would  like  to  once  again 
request  that  the  "Hanaen  Tract"  remain  in  public  ownership.  The  land  meets 
your  requirements  for  exchange  with  the  Forest  Service,  and  I  would  hope 
that,  at  the  very  least,  you  might  include  the  land  in  your  exchange 
category. 

Thank  you  for  your  concern  in  the  matter.  I'll  await  your  response. 

Sincerely, 


Hillary  A.  Oden 
Wyoming  State  Director 
Bureau  Land  Management 
PO  Box  1828 
Cheyenne,  Wyo.   82003 


CHARTER  SERVICE  —  PACKAGE  EXPRESS 


Response  to  Letter  3 

Small  isolated  tracts  of  public  lands  which  can- 
not be  functionally  or  economically  managed  by 
the  BLM  will  be  disposed  of  either  by  exchange, 
or  by  competitive,  modified  competitive,  or 
direct  sale.  Land  disposal  actions  will  include  a 
separate  evaluation  for  each  tract  sold.  Solu- 
tions will  be  specifically  sought  to  mitigate 
adverse  impacts  which  may  occur  to  public 
values  at  large  and  adjoining  private  land 
owners.  Exchanges  of  scattered  tracts  to  help 
block  federal  tracts  (including  national  forest) 
into  manageable  units  is  an  option  that  will  be 
evaluated  whenever  viable.  Major  impacts  which 
cannot  be  mitigated  may  be  grounds  for  discon- 
tinuation of  the  disposal  action. 
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HANSEN 


LOWELL  C   HANSEN  II 

LIEUTENANT  GOVERNOR  STATE  OF  SOUTH  DAKOTA 


August    1,    1983 


Mr.  Fred  L.  Wyatt.  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  £  Management 
Pinedale  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  768 
Pinedate,  WY  829'4l 

Reference:  ^\}0.(>    (^60) 

Dear  Mr,  Wyatt: 

I  received  your  notice  dated  May  31.  1983.  and  stopped  in  your  office  to 
discuss  the  proposed  ("REALTY  ACTION")  with  your  staff  on  June  22. 

Your  staff  informed  me  that  the  "HANSEN  TRACT  (2089)"  could  be  sold  after  April 
1 .  1985  in  one  of  three  ways: 

1.  A  direct  sale  between  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  myself. 
on  the  appraised  price; 

2.  A  modified  bid  where  1  could  match  the  highest  bid  offer,  and 

3.  A  competetive  bid. 

As  you  know.  I  have  held  a  grazing  permit  on  the  ("HANSEN  TRACT")  since  I966. 
The  Flying  A  Ranch,  which  I  own  and  operate,  has  become  very  dependent  on  this 
grazing  permit  over  these  past  1?  years.   As  a  matter  of  fact,  one  of  our  main 
ranch  entrances  comes  through  the  BLM  "HANSEN  TRACT",  and  to  lose  that  entrance 
road  would  place  a  serious  burden  on  our  ranch  operations,  particularly  in  the 
spring.   I  certainly  hope  that,  if  the  "HANSEN  TRACT"  is  to  be  sold,  I  might  be 
allowed  to  purchase  the  "HANSEN  TRACT"  on  a  direct  sale  basis.   The  "HANSEN 
TRACT"  boundary,  as  you  can  see  from  the  attached  Exhibit  I,  is  less  than  300 
feet  from  our  main  ranch  headquarters.   1  would  be  forced,  because  of  the  dose 
proximity  of  your  BLM  Property  to  my  ranch  buildings,  to  pay  much  more  than  the 
land  is  worth,  just  to  protect  our  operation. 

The  ranch  buildings  were  built  with  the  assumption   that  the  BLM  land  would 
always  remain  public  lands.   We  would  not  have  invested  so  much  time  and 
capital  in  the  present  buildings,  had  we  suspected  that  the  BLM  Land  might  be 
one  day  sold  into  private  hands. 

(cootinued) 
301  NORTH  DAKOTA  AVENUE,  SIOUX  FALLS.  SOUTH  DAKOTA  57102 
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fr.    Fred  L.  Wyatt 

Bureau  of  Land  C  Management 

July  29.  1983 

Page  2 

The  "HANSEN  TRACT",  if  sold  to  a  land  developer,  would  completely  devastate  the 

value  of  our  ranch.   A  developer,  If  he  could  find  access,  would  undoubtedly 

sell  small  parcels  for  a  quick  proTTt.   The  ranch,  because  it  sits  below  the 

slope  of  the  "HANSEN  TRACT",  would  be  hit  with  the  affluent  of  the  many  septic 

tanks  from  the  private  developer's  lots. 

Access  is  probably  the  one  key  challenge  to  anyone  who  might  wish  to  develope 

the  "HANSEN  TRACT".   The  main  road  is  eight  mites  from  the  "HANSEN  TRACT",  and 

the  only  present  access  is  across  private  land  owners,  one  of  which  has  padlocked 

his  gates  and  will  not  allow  anyone,  except  the  Flying  A  Ranch,  access.   A  land 

development  on  the  "HANSEN  TRACT"  would  require  a  new  route  of  access,  which 

would  be  very  expensive,  if  possible  at  all. 

1  have  listed  a  wide  variety  of  reasons  for  the  "HANSEN  TRACT"  to  remain  under 

the  control  of  the  Flying  A  Ranch,  but  just  let  me  close  with  this  one  final 

observation.   1  have  had  the  opportunity  personally  to  visit  with  both  Mr.  and 

Mrs.  James  Watt,  and  1  want  you  to  know  how  strongly  1  support  his  directive  to 

dispose  of  public  property  that  is  of  no  economic  or  long-term  value  to  the 

government.   1  do  believe,  however,  that  if  you  are  going  to  dispose  of  the 

"HANSEN  TRACT",  you  should  do  so  without  undue  harm  to  adjoining  private  property. 

We  would,  for  all  the  reasons  cited  in  this  letter,  and  many  more,  be  terribly 

harmed  if  the  "HANSEN  TRACT"  were  owned  by  a  land  developer. 

We  therefore,  respectfully  request,  that  you  allow  the  Flying  A  Ranch  to  purchase 

the  "HANSEN  TRACT"  through  a  direct  sate,  or  in  the  alternate,  that  the  land 

remain  in  public  ownership.   On  this  latter  point,  it  might  be  to  the  advantage 

of  all  concerned,  to  trade  the  "HANSEN  TRACT"  with  the  Forest  Service.   The  BLM 

and  the  Forest  Service  both  have  lands  that  are  isolated  that  could  be  transferred 

and  yet  remain  in  public  ownership  for  the  betterment  of  the  people  we  serve. 

and  both  federal  agencies. 

1  hope  you  will  consider  this  letter,  in  its  entirety,  as  my  response  to  your 

letter  of  Hay  31.  1983.  and  to  your  staff's  suggestions  of  June  22.   Please 

respond  as  soon  as  possible  so  that  1  might  know  of  your  intent. 

Kind^rsonal  regards. 

V_\^o  *-*  "A*  ^Wn^ttAml^ 

Umell  C.  Hansen  11 

IXH  II /sw 

^nc losure 

'         CC  :  Mr.  Max  Liewrance.  State  Director  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Cheyenne.  Wyoming 
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Rock  Creek  is  an  area  that  is  considered  and  area  of  critical 
environmental  concern  (ACEC) .   This  is  because  of  the  Colorado  Cutthroat 
Trout . 

This  was  a  concern  upon  Beaver  above  Milleg's  and  Schaffer's.   In  1977 
the  Creek  completely  dried  up  during  the  drought  that  was  experienced  up 
there,   where  did  the  Trout  go?   They  are  back,  but  we  didn't  see  the 
fish  and  wildlife  people  up  there  hauling  water  for  their  critical 
habitat.   I  think  a  lot  of  these  things  like  this  is  to  appease  the 
environmentalists.   A  fence  was  built  to  protect  the  trout.   This  fence 
was  never  maintained  and  all  it  has  been  is  a  hazar^d  for  the  game  in 
the  area.   When  the  fence  was  placed  in  there  the  moose  were  not 
properly  informed  and  they  still  follow  the  creek  bed  trampling  the 
critical  riparian  area  of  the  creek. 

Let  me  remind  you  that  the  original  environmentalist  was  the  rancher  and 
stockman  trying  to  protect  the  range  that  he  grazed  upon.   In  the  many 
years  that  some  of  us  have  lived  here  we  have  not  seen  really  any  great 
range  improvements.   The  fences  seems  to  have  hindered  proper  grazing 
rather  than  assisted  in  improving  the  range.   It  may  perhaps  be  that 
they  were  not  properly  or  cooperatively  planned. 


fin  the  North  LaBa 

t 

[without  taking  in 


rge  Common  (2077),  the  fences  were  put  into  place 
ng  into  consideration  the  animal  units  to  be  used  in  each 


4 


area.   It  was  haphazard,  dartboard  planning.   It  was  placed  into  effect 
with  the  understanding  of  the  users  of  the  areas  that  they  would  have 
some  of  the  AUHs  that  were  lost,  returned.   This  is  not  the  case  at  all. 
The  users  are  not  happy  at  all  with  the  present  allotment  management 
plan. 

Such  of  this  Resource  Management  Plan  is  based  upon  a  survey  taken  in 
1960  and  1961.   We  who  lived  through  that  period  of  time  did  not  feel 
that  the  survey  taken  at  that  time  was  really  representative  of  the 
range.   By  the  surveyor's  own  admission  it  got  so  dry  that  they  had  to 
stop  the  work.   They  couldn't  get  any  idea  of  the  true  use  or  forage 
values  of  the  range.   We  received  unjustified  cuts  in  our  privileges 
which  have  never  been  restored. 

In  the  South  LaBarge  as  well  as  the  North  LaBarge  the  amount  of  usage 
has  dropped  considerably.   The  South  LaBarge  area  was  subjected  to 
several  herds  of  sheep  that  used  to  trail  through  to  their  forest 
allotments.   The  sheep  trailing  was  a  sore  spot  for  the  summer  users  and 
we  had  to  monitor  them  quite  closely  as  they  would  be  constantly 
trespassing . 

In   the  North  LaBarge  there  were  three  herds  of  sheep  as  well  as  far  more 
cattle  than  now  permitted.   The  record  of  the  LaBarge  Roundup 
Association  shows  that.  The  history  of  the  use  of  the  areas  was  not 
taken  into  consideration.   Cattle  have  grazed  this  area  for  over  100 
years.   If  it  was  abused  as  badly  as  claimed,  why  are  we  still  here? 

We  are  not  getting  the  cattle  weights  that  we  used  to  get  many  years 
ago. 


Response  to  Letter  4 

4-1  Beaver  Creek  is  recommended  for  area  of 
critical  environmental  concern  (ACEC)  des- 
ignation to  promote  riparian  habitat  manage- 
ment and  protect  the  Colorado  River  cut- 
throat trout.  This  stream  contains  a 
population  of  genetically  pure  Colorado 
River  cutthroat  trout  and  prescriptions  for 
management  of  the  ACEC  include  provi- 
sions to  restrict  developments  that  would  re- 
duce habitat  quality  for  these  fish.  Fences 
built  to  protect  trout  are  maintained  annually 
by  volunteers  and  BLM  wildlife  personnel. 
According  to  our  records,  BLM  has  not  built 
a  fence  to  protect  the  trout  on  Beaver  Creek. 
Fences  are  built  and  maintained  on  Pine 
Grove  Creek,  Muddy  Creek,  and  Rock 
Creek. 

4-2  Range  improvements  resulting  from  imple- 
mentation of  the  RMP  will  be  developed  in 
cooperation  with  livestock  operators  and 
other  interested  parties.  Range  improve- 
ments have  been  delayed  pending  approval 
of  the  RMP,  due  to  the  National  Resources 
Defense  Council  lawsuit  and  related  deci- 
sion. This  decision  required  that  EISs  ana- 
lyze livestock  grazing  and  alternatives  prior 
to  initiation  of  new  range  improvements. 
This  RMP  satisfies  that  requirement. 

4-3  The  North  LaBarge  Common  Allotment 
Management  Plan  will  be  revised  and  will 
address  your  concerns.  All  of  the  permittees 
in  this  allotment  will  be  invited  to  provide 
input  towards  this  revision. 

4-4  A  range  monitoring  program  will  begin 
upon  completion  and  approval  of  the  RMP. 
The  results  of  the  monitoring  will  determine 
the  extent  to  which  any  adjustments  in  for- 
age allocations  will  be  made. 

4-5  The  intent  of  the  RMP/EIS  is  to  prescribe 
management  guidance  and  direction  to 
resolve  problems  in  areas  where  resource 
conflicts  exist. 
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I  agree  that  we  must  have  planning  In  the  development  of  the  natural 
resources  in  our  area.   Too  many  roads  that  have  not  been  planned,  have 
created  new  areas  of  erosion.   The  seismic  serveye  created  etosional 
scars  and  junk  out  in  the  public  lands.   The  stockmen  cleaned  this  trash 
up  time  and  again  and  had  livestock  fall  into  their  seismic  drill  holes. 
The  Bureau  listened  with  deaf  ears  for  many  years. 

There  are  four  issues  that  we  mentioned  in  the  first  part  of  this  book. 
One  that  was  not  addressed  was  the  economic  issue.   The  livestock 
industry  is  in  economic  doldrums  and  the  oil  industry  is  having  its 
economic  problems.   The  lumber  industry  is  also  heavily  impacted.   These 
and  other  industries  are  vital  to  the  economic  life  of  the  State  of 
Wyoming  and  this  vital  issue  is  not  addressed  as  an  issue  in  the  fore 
part  of  this  statement.  Tables  40,  41,  and  42  on  economics  are  hard  to 
understand  and  inconclusive  and  does  not  refer  as  to  how  this  data  was 
arrived  upon. 

(The  areas  of  greatest  concern  seems  to  be  the  fish  and  wildlife  which 
Iwas  addressed  at  greater  length  than  any  in  the  book.   Recreation  is 
limportant  to  the  state  and  it  now  seems  to  be  more  important  than  our 
[^livestock  industry. 

We  feel  that  the  fish  and  game  should  abide  more  closely  to  numbers  that 
should  be  established  by  the  Bureau  and  these  numbers  be  maintained  just 
as  the  livestock  are.   Why  should  there  be  any  preferential  use  by  any 
one  user?  There  are  more  game  in  the  area  than  there  ever  has  been 
before.   Also  the  areas  of  usage  have  been  changed  over  the  years. 
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There  is  doubt  about  the  game  numbers  and  if  the  Fish  and  Game  really 
have  a  handle  on  the  numbers  of  game.   It  seems  that  it  is  not  a  good 
method  to  control  game  by  winter  kill.   Also  the  areas  of  winter  grazing 
by  the  game  are  not  accurately  placed  on  these  maps. 

Let  me  also  point  out  that  the  ranchers  have  not  been  given  the  credit 
that  they  should  have  for  the  preservation  of  game  in  this  state.   This 
is  in  view  of  the  fact  that  often  economic  losses  are  incurred  that  the 
Fish  and  Game  often  only  make  partial  reparations. 

We  have  a.  new  issue  that  seems  to  be  one  that  the  environmentalists  use 
a  lot  and  this  is  "riparian  areas".   As  yet  there  has  not  really  been  a 
definition  given  of  the  word  "riparian".   It  is  a  nice  word  and  rolls 
off  from  the  tongue  very  easily,  but  even  those  who  use  it  can  not  give 
a  good  definition  of  the  word.   The  word  itself  means  river  bank  and  a 
second  definition  means  that  which  grows  on  the  river  bank.   Therefore 
the  word  seems  to  gain  greater  definitions  from  whoever  uses  it. 

The  statements  on  page  209  addresses  this  as  though  permanent  damage  was 
done  to  the  stream  banks  and  the  forage  destroyed.   If  this  were  to 
happen  our  stream  banks  would  have  been  denuded  a  hundred  years  ago. 
Yet  they  still  have  grassy  areas  along  them. 

Far  greater  damage  is  inflicted  upon  the  riparian  areas  by  the  fisherman 
and  the  campers  than  the  livestock  cause.   This  is  done  in  numerous 
different  ways  and  is  very  obvious  by  the  junk  that  is  often  left  along 
and  in  the  streams. 

Another  factor  not  addressed  in  this  statement  is  the  history  of  the 
grazing  in  this  area  and  the  long  time  usage  of  the  grazing  and  other 


4-6  The  tables  show  the  direct  relationship 
between  AUM  changes  (as  proposed  under 
the  respective  alternatives  under  which  they 
appear)  and  the  cattle  grazed  on  BLM- 
administered  land.  The  figures  on  these 
tables  reflect  the  assumption  that  changes  in 
AUMs  result  in  proportional  changes  to  the 
number  of  cattle  grazed  on  BLM- 
administered  land.  This,  in  turn,  translates 
into  equal  changes  in  the  number  of  these 
cattle  sold  and  the  direct  revenues  received 
from  these  sales.  The  first  two  lines  of  the 
tables  list  number  of  cattle  sold  and  direct 
sales  revenue,  respectively.  The  changes  in 
direct  revenue  from  cattle  sold  subsequently 
impact  area  revenue,  personal  income,  and 
employment.  These  impacts  are  listed  in  the 
tables  on  lines  3  through  9. 

The  columns  of  the  tables  represent  the  fol- 
lowing items:  Column  1  lists  the  economic 
subjects  being  discussed.  Column  2  shows 
the  units  of  measure  for  figures  under  Col- 
umns 3, 4,  and  5.  The  last  two  columns  in  the 
table  indicate  the  percent  difference 
between  the  1985  base  year  figures  in 
column  3  and  the  figures  in  columns  4  and 
5.  These  are  the  changes  over  time  produced 
by  the  respective  alternatives  relative  to  each 
of  the  economic  factors  listed  in  the  table. 

The  text  of  the  socioeconomic  sections  asso- 
ciated with  these  tables  refers  not  only  to  the 
economic  relationships  expressed  in  these 
tables,  but  also  to  the  overall  importance  of 
BLM-administered  grazing  when  compared 
to  total  area  output  revenue,  personal 
income,  and  employment.  Thus,  the  text 
goes  beyond  the  tables,  so,  not  all  text  data 
are  found  in  the  tables.  An  example  of  this 
appears  in  the  personal  income  paragraph  of 
the  Preferred  Alternative  on  page  201.  Here 
we  discuss  the  change  in  personal  income 
(as  shown  on  the  table)  as  being  less  than 
3  percent  by  2005  as  the  result  of  BLM  ac- 
tions for  livestock  (range)  management. 
However,  we  also  compare  grazing-related 
personal  income  from  BLM  activities  to  the 
resource  area's  total  personal  income  from 
all  sources  and  note  that  BLM-related  graz- 
ing provides  less  than  1  percent  of  total  area 
personal  income.  The  latter  percentage  does 
not  appear  on  the  table  although  1985  base 
figures  in  column  3  were  part  of  the  respec- 
tive calculations. 

Worksheets  detailing  the  involved  calcula- 
tions and  rationale  behind  the  data  appear- 
ing in  the  text  tables  are  available  for  review 
at  the  area/district  offices. 
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iproductions  that  took  place  on  these  ranges  such  as  even  coal 
production. 

We  seem  to  always  have  new  ideas  that  are  always  coming  into  being.   Now 
we  have  the  categories  dreamed  up  by  the  little  "wizards"  in  Washington 
and  in  order  for  a  range  to  get  improvement  money  our  local  people  have 
to  abide  by  the  statistics  of  the  area  in  order  to  get  range 
Improvements  and  that  is  the  purpose  of  the  proposals  that  are  placed  in 
this  Book. 

The  work  that  went  into  this  book  cost  in  the  neighborhood  of  5750,000. 
This  is  more  money  than  has  been  spent  out  on  the  ground  for  range 
improvements  and  water  shed  developement . 

A  fact  not  addressed  is  ways  of  keeping  the  livestock  man  from  having  so 
many  losses.   These  losses  are  incurred  in  many  different  ways.   From 
poisonous  weeds  to  lead  poisoning  from  the  rustler  that  takes  a  notion 
that  he  needs  some  beef.   Our  livestock  are  often  harrassed  by  ORVs. 

There  should  be  an  ongoing  program  to  combat  noxious  weeds  some  of  which 
have  been  introduced  with  hunter's  hay  for  his  horses  and  on  the  tires 
of  the  trucks  hauling  in  oil  rigs.   Even  in  poor  grade  seed  used  to 
jeseed  oil  locations  has  noxious  weeds  been  introduced. 

Another  factor  that  was  not  taken  into  consideration  is  the  impact  of 
weather.   Acid  rain  is  briefly  mentioned  on  page  129.   Weather  can  make 
a  range  blossom  or  become  almost  denuded  of  vegetation.   Often  cited  is 
the  records  at  the  Big  Piney  weather  station  and  these  are  really  not 
conclusive  for  the  entire  area,  because  the  higher  areas  often  receive 
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far  more  moisture  that  the  lower  areas  and  even  sometimes  the  fickle 
weather  is  selective. 

Another  factor  brought  up  was  the  roads  and  oil  locations  in  the  area 
that  have  cut  into  the  forage.   Upon  looking  on  the  maps  of  the  area  and 
comparing  them  with  today  it  is  interesting  to  note  that  when  the  survey 
was  taken  in  1960-61  that  the  majority  of  these  roads  were  in  place  and 
often  these  roads  go  through  places  that  have  always  been  barren  of 
vegetation.   It  is  felt  that  the  damages  that  have  been  inflicted  are  a 
little  exaggerated. 

These  ranges  are  the  stockman's  bread  and  butter  and  he  is  trying  to  use 
it  the  best  that  he  can  without  abusing  it.   The  ranges  are  a  great 
resource  and  it  should  be  a  cooperative  planning  process  by  each  and 
every  one  concerned  to  unite  together  and  make  the  wisest  plans  that  we 
can.    This  includes  the  rancher,  the  hunter,  the  outfitter,  the  oil 
companies,  the  timber  and  mining  people,  the  Fish  and  Game  and  the  state 
of  Wyoming  and  the  BLM  personnel  and,  yes,  even  the  consevationists. 
Being  kept  informed  leads  to  better  relationships.   Misinformation  leads 
to  distrust. 

We  can  make  our  public  lands  produce  as  it  should  to  the  advantage  of 
the  whole  country. 

The  most  pro<^uctive  lands  were  filed  upon  many  years  ago  by  our 
ancestors.  These  are  our  natural  resources  and  must  be  developed  and 
protected  in  every  way.   These  areas  designated  as  ACEC  areas  actually 
hinder  the  proper  growth  of  an  area  and  really  does  not  protect  an  area 
as  it  is  thought. 


4-7  The  resource  management  plan  keyed  on 
issues  and  concerns  identified  by  the  public 
and  other  agencies.  Wildlife  conflicts  were  a 
frequent  concern  and  thus  incorporated  into 
the  issues  and  resulting  resource  alloca- 
tions. 

4-8  The  RMP  recognizes  the  Wyoming  Game 
and  Fish  Department  (WGFD)  "Strategic 
Plan  for  the  Comprehensive  Management  of 
Wildlife  in  Wyoming  1984-1 989"  as  the  work- 
ing tool  in  establishing  wildlife  population 
goals  and  objectives.  The  BLM  will  address 
recommendations  for  wildlife  harvest  to 
WGFD  to  maintain  realistic  population  levels 
as  identified  in  this  plan.  Monitoring  of  hab- 
itat, population  numbers,  and  seasonal  use 
areas  will  be  coordinated  with  WGFD  to  keep 
the  RMP  current  and  ensure  that  manage- 
ment objectives  are  appropriate.  This 
approach  will  provide  for  multiple  uses,  as  all 
resource  uses  and  needs  would  be  consid- 
ered prior  to  making  any  recommendations 
for  changes  in  wildlife  population  objectives. 
Refer  to  text  changes  that  reflect  changes  in 
winter  grazing  by  big  game  on  the  maps. 

4-9  The  accepted  definition  for  "riparian  area," 
as  applied  to  the  RMP,  is  "an  area  of  land 
influenced  by  permanentwaterwhich  hasvis- 
ible  vegetation  or  physical  characteristics 
reflective  of  permanent  water  influence. 
Lake  shores  and  stream  banks  are  typical 
riparian  areas.  Excluded  are  such  sites  as 
ephemeral  streams  and  washes  that  do  not 
exhibit  the  presence  of  vegetation  depen- 
dent upon  free  water  in  the  soil."  This  defi- 
nition will  be  included  in  the  glossary  of  the 
RMP.  Management  of  riparian  areas  applies 
to  all  natural  resource  activities. 

4-10  Details  regarding  the  historic  uses  in  the 
area  (grazing,  coal  production)  may  be 
found  in  the  Analysis  of  the  Management  Sit- 
uation which  is  located  in  the  Pinedale 
Resource  Area  office. 

4-11  The  RMP  was  developed  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy 
and  Management  Act  for  multiple  use  plan- 
ning and  to  meet  the  commitments  of  a  court 
ordered  settlement  on  grazing.  Many  steps 
were  involved  and  costs  encountered  which 
culminated  in  the  publication  of  the  docu- 
ment. 

4-12  The  Pinedale  Resource  Area  has  an  ongo- 
ing noxious  weed  control  program  which 
employs  the  Sublette  County  and  Lincoln 
County  Weed  and  Pest  agencies.  The  autho- 
rization and  guidelines  for  noxious  weed  con- 
trol are  documented  in  the  Northwest  Area 
Noxious  Weed  Control  Program  EIS  (1987). 
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4-13  The  climate  factors  affecting  the  Pinedale 
Resource  Area  are  described  in  the  Analysis 
of  the  Management  Situation  which  is 
located  in  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area  office. 
Further  analysis  of  climatic  factors  will  be 
part  of  the  range  monitoring  program  pre- 
viously mentioned. 

4-14  All  existing  surface  disturbance  was  incor- 
porated into  this  analysis  to  provide  an  over- 
all picture  of  the  cumulative  acreages  of  sur- 
face disturbance. 

Oil  and  gas  development  in  the  resource 
area  has  resulted  in  many  new  roads  and 
locations  that  have  reduced  the  forage  avail- 
ability. This  is  not  necessarily  true  for  all  of 
the  resource  area,  as  there  are  areas  where 
existing  roads  have  been  used  for  new  devel- 
opment. The  statements  made  were  based 
on  averages  developed  for  analyzing  the 
impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development  through- 
out the  resource  area  and  may  not  hold  true 
in  specific  areas. 


/■S:-.>  United  Stales 
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Room  3124,  Federal  Bull 
100  EfiBt  B  Street 
Casper,  Wyoming   82601 


April  9,  1987 


Team  Leader 

Rock  Springs  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  1869 

Rock  Springs.  Wyoming  82902-1869 

Dear  Team  Leader: 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  In  Wyoming  has  no  comment  regarding  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management's  plans  for  managing  the  public  lands  In  the 
Pinedale  Resource  Area. 

We  did  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  Resource  Hanagem- 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS) . 


Sincerely, 


FRANK  S.  DICKSON 
State  Conservationist 


^ 


6^H:r 


\5^ 


77 


Response  to  Letter  5 

Thank  you  for  your  comments. 


W.02  Plnedale  RHP 


-    ,    =1;:'^  UNITED  STATES 

■'■-■'  -S^toEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
-   pn        FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

M  t>  ^"  Endangered  Species,  Field  Office 
Federal  Bldg.,  U.S.  Courthouse 

Helena.  Montana  59626 


April  10.  1987 


MEMORANDim 

To:       State  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Wyoming  State  Offlc 

From:      Acting  Field  Supervls 
elen. 

Management  Pla 


Acting  Field  Supervisor,  Flah  and  UUdllfe  Service.— Bwdjnge red 
Species  Office.  Helena,  Hontana  /\Z^^  /^^/^^^ ^ 


Subject:   Plnedale  Resou 


We  have  reviewed  the  Plnedale  Resource  Management  Plan  Draft  Environmental 
Impact'  Statement  (RMP/DEIS)  and  Biological  Assessment  (BA),  per  your  request. 
Based  upon  the  Information  presented  in  the  BA,  Plnedale  Resource  Area's  (RA) 
commitment  to  maintain  and  enhance  occupied  and  potential  habitat  for  threat- 
ened and  endangered  (T/E)  species,  and  Plnedale  RA's  commitment  to  consult 
with  us  on  specific  management  actions;  we  concur  with  >rour  determination  of 
no  effect  to  T/E  species.   Species  addressed  In  the  RMP/DEIS  and  BA  Included: 

Bald  eagle  (Kallaeetus  leucocephalus) 

Peregrine  falcon  (Falco  pe'r'egrlnus) 

Whooping  crane  (Grus  amerlca.ia) 

Black-footed  ferret  (Mustela  nlgrlpes) 

Grizzly  bear  (Ursus  arctoa  horrlbllls) 

Cray  wolf  (CanU  lugua) 

Kendall  Wann  Springs  dace  (Rhlnlchthya  osculus  thermalls) 

Section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  aa  amended  (ESA),  provides 
two  mandates  for  Federal  agencies  which  should  be  viewed  with  equel  importance: 
(1)  to  utilize  their  authorities  In  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  ESA  by  car- 
rying out  programs  for  the  conservation  of  listed  species  (Section  7(a)(1))-. 
and  (2)  to  Insure  that  none  of  their  activities  Jeopardize  the  continued  exis- 
tence of  listed  species,  or  destroy  or  modify  their  critical  habitat  (Section 
7(a)(2)).   We  were  pleased  to  see  measures  addressing  both  mandates  in  the  BA. 
We  encourage  your  efforts  to  protect  and  enhance  potential  habitat;  and  to  aid 
in  the  recovery  of  T/E  species  occurring  within  or  near  the  Plnedale  RA. 

We  note  that  the  BA  discusses  analyzing  powerllne  right-of-way  applications 
on  a  case  by  case  basis.   Improperly  designed  powerllnes  pose  electrocution 
and  collision  hazards  to  bald  eagles,  peregrine  falcons,  whooping  cranes,  and 
other  large  birds  (especially  raptors).   Tc  avoid  potential  electrocutions  to 
these  birds,  all  powerllnes  should  be  raptor-proofed  according  to  the  specifi- 
cations provided  In  Raptor  Research  Report  No.  4,  "Suggested  Practices  for 
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Raptor  Protection  on*Power  L: 
al.  1981).  If  you  do  not  ha» 
(S5.00/copy)  by  writing  to: 


-  Thf  State  of  the  Art  In  1981"  (Olendorff  et 
opy  of  thle  publication.  It  can  be  purchased 


Jim  Fltzpatrlck,  Treasurer 
Raptor  Research  Foundation 
Carpenter  St.  Croix  Nature  Center 
12805  St.  Croix  Trail 
Hastings,  Minnesota   55033 

Bald  eagles  and  peregrine  falcons  are  susceptible  to  collisions  with  power- 
lines  when  actively  pursuing  prey  and/or  In  adverse  weather  conditions. 
Whooping  cranes  are  especially  susceptible  to  collisions  with  powerllnes  In 
iroxlolty  to  preferred  habitats  for  feeding  and  roosting.   Collisions  occur 
(here  powerllnes  border  or  bisect  wetland  roosting  habitat  or  where  roost 
nd  feeding  sites  are  relatively  close  to  one  another  (one  mile  or  less),  a 
ranes  fly  at  low  altitudes.   New  powerllne  right-of-way  permits  should  be 
voided  In  riparian  and  wetland  areas.   When  this  Is  not  possible,  further 
onsultatlon  will  be  necessary.   Actions  to  avoid  Impacts  to  cranes  may 
Include  burled  lines,  or  color-marked  lines  to 


se  visibility. 


The  BA  dls 


aken  In  1987.   W 
,  especially  In 


bald  eagle  nest  surveys  that  will  be  und. 
encourage  you  to  Implement  annual  surveys  for  nesting  eag 
light  of  the  nesting  attempts  documented  In  1983  and  1984. 

you  to  develop  a  site  specific  management  plan  for  the  bald  eagle  nest  near' 
Daniel.   Although  the  nest  18  currently  on  private  land,  Bureau  of  Und 
Management  (BLH)  lands  are  found  near  the  nest,  and  may  be  used  by  the  birds 
for  perching  or  foraging.   Bald  eagles  also  utlllie  alternate  nest  sites 
within  a  territory,  and  may  utilize  the  nearby  BLM  land  In  the  future  If 
sufficient  habitat  Is  present. 

The  completion  of  the  Initial  prairie  dog  (Cynomys  sp.)  town  surveys,  and 
regular  future  monitoring  for  black-footed  ferrets  will  provide  good' baseline 
data  for  future  projects  proposed  In  the  Plnedale  RA.   Ue  are  enclosing  a  copy 
of  our  black-footed  ferret  survey  guidelines  tor  your  use  In  this  effort. 

Ue  appreciate  your  efforts  to  protect  habitat  for  the  Colorado  River  cutthroat 
trout,  a  category  2  candidate  species.  The  Wyoming  Came  &  Fish  Department  Is 
preparing  a  management  plan  for  this  species.  If  you  are  not  already  working 
encourage  you  to  coordinate  your  efforts  with  Hike  Stone. 


ilth  the 


In  our  March  21  and  April  10,  1985  species  lists,  we 
Colorado  squawflsh  (Ptychochellus  luclus)  and  humpba 
residents  In  downstream  portions  of  the  Green  River. 
Service  has  determined  that  the  cumulative  effects  fi 
the  Green  and  Colorado   River   Systems    may  affect    thes 


neglected  to  list  the 
k  chub  (Gila  cypha)  as 
The  Fish  and  Wildlife 
am  water  depletions  i.n 
:  endangered    fishes. 


have  not  Identified  any  managem« 
that    would   Impact    these    fishes.      He 

If  future  BLM  projects  or  right- 
depletion  of    water   from    the  Green  I 


options  or  objectives    In  the  RHP/DEIS 
ver.    It   win   be  necessary  to  consult   with 
■way  applications   would    result    In  a   net 
er  system. 


6-1  The  Pinedale  BLM  office  has  several  copies 
of  the  publication  by  Olendorff,  Suggested 
Practices  for  Raptor  Protection  on  Powerllnes. 
These  guidelines  are  standard  operating 
procedure  for  right-of-way  authorizations 
on  powerlines.  Consultation  will  be  contin- 
ued with  USFWS  Endangered  Species  Office 
for  powerline  right-of-way  applications 
across  riparian  and  wetlands  near  preferred 
habitats  for  bald  eagles,  peregrine  falcons, 
and  whooping  cranes. 

6-2  Bald  eagle  nest  surveys  will  be  conducted 
on  the  Green  and  New  Fork  rivers  annually, 
as  funding  permits.  Funding  and  work  force 
constraints  may  dictate  the  type  of  survey 
(aerial,  boat,  bank,  etc.)  and  the  length  of 
river  monitored.  The  Daniel  nesting  site  will 
be  monitored  in  cooperation  with  the  WGFD 
and  the  private  land  owner.  Negotiations  for 
a  site  specific  management  plan  for  this  nest 
will  not  be  led  by  BLM,  as  the  nest  occurs 
on  private  land.  The  BLM  will  cooperate  with 
any  actions  initiated  by  WGFD  or  USFWS  on 
such  a  site  specific  nest  plan. 

6-3  The  Pinedale  BLM  office  reviewed  and  com- 
mented on  the  draft  Colorado  River  Cut- 
throat Trout  Management  Plan  published  by 
the  WGFD.  The  final  plan  was  received  in  this 
office  in  early  May  1987. 
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Your  efforts  Co  meeC  our  Joint  n 
conservation  of  Hated  species  ar 
with  you  to  Implement  thle  RHP. 
assistance. 


Enclosure  (1) 


sponslbllltleE 
!  appreciated. 
Please  contac 


be  of  furthe 


ES,  Cheyenne 
WG&F.  Lander 
BLM.  Plnedal 


UY    (Rlcter) 

.    WY    (Mccarty) 


"Take    Pride    In   Anerlc 


Cooperative  management  agreements, 
along  with  revision  of  the  East  Front  Aquatic 
Habitat  Management  Plan,  m\\  be  consid- 
ered to  further  coordinate  management 
efforts  with  the  WGFD  at  the  local  level. 

6-4  All  future  BLM  projects  or  permitted  actions 
that  would  result  in  a  net  depletion  of  water 
from  the  Green  River  system  will  involve  con- 
sultation with  the  USFWS  Endangered  Spe- 
cies Field  Office. 


idorff.  R.  R., 
for  Raptor  F 
Raptor   Resea 


^.  D.  Miller,  and  R.  H.  Lehman.  1981.  Suggested  Practl 
■ocectlon  on  Power  Lines  -  The  State  of  the  Art  In  1981. 
ch   Foundation.      St.    Paul,    MN.      lilpp. 
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Uniied  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

ROCKY     MOUNTAIN     REGIONAL    OFFICE 

6SS  PwfM  Street 

P  O   Bo«  2S287 

Denver,  Colorido    8022S 


L7619    (RMR-PP) 


APR  :  4  1967 


Bureau  of  Land  ManagemeQC,  Pinedale  Resource  Area,  Rock  Springs 
Attention:   Pinedale  Resource  Management  Plan  Team  Leader 


Associate  Regional  Dlrecto 
Rocky  Mountain  Region 


FlanulDg  and  Resoi 


Subject:   Review  of  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area,  Sublette  and  Lincoln 
Counties.  Wyoming  (DES-87/0006) 

Ue  reviewed  the  subject  draft  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (RKP/EIS)  and  offer  Che  following  comments. 


three  aspects  of  the  preferred  alternative  that  would  appear  to 
ional  Park  Service  (NPS)  Interests.  These  Include  the  Nationwide 
entory  (NRI)  status  of  Greea  River  and  Fontenelle  Creek,  the 

presence  of  two  National  Historic  Trails,  and  wildlife  issues  of  interest  to 

Grand  Teton  National  Park. 


There 
iopac 
River 


On  August  2,  1979,  the  President  is 


directive  which  requires  that: 


"Each  Federal  Agency  shall,  as  part  of  its  normal  planning  and 
environmental  review  process,  take  care  to  avoid  or  mitigate  adverse 
effects  on  rivers  identified  in  the  Nationwide  Inventory  prepared  by  the 
Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service  In  the  Department  of  the 
Interior.   Agencies  shall,  as  part  of  their  normal  environmental  review' 
process,  consult  with  the  Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service 
prior  to  taking  actions  which  could  effectively  foreclose  wild,  scenic, 
or  recreational  river  statue  on  rivers  in  the  Inventory." 

Since  that  time.  Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service 
responsibilities  with  regard  to  NRI  streams  have  been  transferred  to  NPS. 


part 
They 


3uCsCandlngly 
/alues;  and 


NRI  stream  segments 


rom  Warren  Bridge  to 
rkable  scenic,  recre 


nd  in  the  Pinedale  Res 


ted  as  having 
wildlife,  and  historic 


2.    Fontenelle  Creek  from  Fontenelle  Reservoir  to  Its  source  Hated  ^s 
having  outstandingly  remarkable  scenic,  geologic,  fish,  wildlife,  and 
historic  values. 


Response  to  Letter  7 

7-1  Refer  to  changes  in  text  in  the  Proposed 
Plan  and  Map  8,  to  include  a  discussion  and 
recommendation  relative  to  the  National  Riv- 
ers Inventory  System  and  potential  wild  and 
scenic  rivers  {Federal  Register,  v.  45,  no.  175, 
pp.  59190-59192). 


On  September  8,  1980,  procedure 
mitigate  adverse  effects  on  rlv< 
Register  (copy  enclosed).   Thes< 


were  published  In  the  Federal 
equire  agencies  proposing 


1. 


Determine  whether  the  proposed  action  could  affect 


NRI 


2.  Determine  whether  the  proposed  action  could  have  an  adverse  effect  on 
the  natural,  cultural,  and  recreational  values  (listed  above  for  stream 
segments  in  the  area  covered  by  Che  subject  draft  RHP)  of  the  NRI  stream 
segments; 

3.  Determine  whether  the  proposed  action  could  foreclose  options  to 
classify  any  portion  of  the  inventory  segments  as  wild,  scenic,  or 
recreational  river  areas;  and 

4.  Incorporate  avoidance/mltigatioa  measures  into  Che  proposed  action  to 
the  maximum  extent  feasible  within  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  (ELM) 
authority. 

We  could  not  find  any  discussion  of  how  the  subject  draft  RMP  would  affect 
Che  eligibility  and  the  natural,  cultural,  and  recreational  values  of  the 
above  listed  NRI  stream  segments.   This  is  probably  an  oversight  as  we  could 
find  no  indication  that  either  the  Nationwide  Rivers  Inventory  or  the 
Procedures  for  Interagency  Consultation  to  Avoid  or  Mitigate  Adverse  Effects 
on  Rivers  In  the  Nationwide  Inventory  were  consulted  in  the  preparation  of 
_the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

If  you  have  any  questions  on  the  NRI  or  the  enclosed  procedures,  please 
contact  Duane  Holmes  at  PTS  776-8705  or  Comm.  (303)236-8705. 

We  were  pleased  to  note  (page  82)  the  attention  given  to  the  Oregon/Mormon 
Pioneer  National  Historic  Trails  under  the  preferred  alternative.   Especially 
noteworthy  are  the  provisions  for  trail  marking  and  Interpretive  sites,  and 
seeking  cooperative  agreements  with -historical  and  archeological 
organizations.   We  hope  that  BLM  will  be  able  to  secure  ".  .  .  land  exchanges 
favorable  to  protection  of  the  historic  trails. "--Identified  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  as  a  second  priority. 

Grand  Teton  National  Park  would  be  very  interested  in  any  future  studies, 
research,  or  monitoring  of  pronghorn  antelope,  since  Che  antelope  that 
frequent  Jackson  Hole  migrate  back  to  Pinedale  annually  in  the  winter.   They 
would  also  like  to  be  kept  Informed  of  any  studies  affecting  trumpeter  swans, 
bald  eagles,  and  peregrine  falcons. 


We  appreciated  the  opportunity  to  revii 
and  commend  the  preparers  for  the  thon 
contained  in  the  document. 


tf  this 
ugh  CO 


ell-prepared  draft  RMP/EIS, 
rage  and  excellent  graphics 


/- 


Richard  A.  Strait 


.a^/u^ 
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-2  We  intend  to  cooperate  with  Grand  Teton 
National  Park  on  any  future  studies  of 
pronghorn  antelope,  trumpeter  swans,  bald 
eagles,  and  peregrine  falcons  in  our  area. 
Our  intention  is  to  work  closely  with  all  agen- 
cies involved  in  the  management  of  these 
and  other  wildlife  species. 


Hor.ir  of  Ihr  QJX  (utile  Home  of  the  {\  Hones 

Phone  (3071   386  MSB  2^35   kj. 


,  Wvom.ng  83101 


April    21 ,    1987 


Mr.  Delon  Potter,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Pinedale  Resource  Area 
431  W.  Pine  Street 
P.O.  Box  768 
Pinedale.  WY  82941 


REC 


:;VED 


APR  2  3  1987 

OtrftRIMENl  OF   IHE  lNltR)0« 

gyr.tftu  Of  LAND  MAHAaoan 

PlSttlALL  wtoMwa      ^ 


Dear  Mr.   Potter, 

Enclosed  yo_    . 
One  proposal   as 


lu  will    find  two  proposals  that  have  to  deal  with  the  Pinedale  RMP 
il    asks   for  a   transfer  of  AUM's    from   the   Calpet-Black   Canyon 

MIIUI, (.k.      1.1. .a.       tiA^       n£       4-kA      Un_^l.-.^L        -.^i-.^nn*'       4'A       tkn 


pastyre   for  AUM's  on   the  West   side  of 
Narrower  LaBarge   Individual   Allotment 


ide  of  the  Hogsback  adjacent  to  the 


This  would  create  a  separate  pasture. 


LaBarge   Individual   Allotment,      inis  wouia  create  a   separate  pa 
This  would   be  advantageous   to   the  8LH,  other   permittees,   and  ourselves. 

The  second  proposal  would  be  a  land  trade.  We  would  propose  to  trade  the 
deeded  land.  Exhibit  A,  (those  lands  are  in  the  South  LaBarge  Unit)  for 
lands  adjacent  to  our  ranch  on  Fontenelle  Creek  (these  lands  are  located 
In  the  Slate  Creek  Unit).  There  is  an  opportunity  for  the  government  to 
trade  for  some  good,  productive  land,  but  the  most  important,  is  that 
these  lands  we  are  offering  do  have  water  on  them.  This  water  should  be 
a  terrific  asset  to  the  BLM. 

As  you   know,   the  Ketimerer  Resource  Area   is   doing   their  RHP  and   if  the  BLM 
has   any   interest   in   this   trade,   we  would  like   to   take   the  necessary   steps 
to  get   the   process   started   irmediately.    This   trade  could   be   instrumental 
in  both  RMP's.     The  last  land  trade  we  made  with  the  government  took  18 
years  and  we  would  rather  not  get  into  a  situation  where  the  trade  takes 
an   outrageous   amount  of  time. 

In  regards  to  this  trade,   I  do  not   feel   the  game  would  be  affected   in  any  ' 
The  game  would  still   be  able  to  use  both  parcels  of  land, 

I   am   forwarding  a   copy  of  this   letter   to  Mr.   Ron  Wenker.  Area  Manager 
of  the  Kemmerer   Resource   area. 

Hopp  to   hear   from  you    in   the  near   future.     We  do   request   a   reply. 

incerely  yoiirs , 


TH:mh 

End:      Exhibit   A,    2   proposals 
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8 


RMP  Response 
4-21-87 


Pinedale   Res 
leleplione   Co 


atlon/Conflrmatlon  Report 


Niime 

narrower  Ranches 
THOMAS  HARROUER, 

JR 

Offlc 

e     STAR 

ROUTE 

Loca 

Ion 

KEHMERER, 

WY 

83101 

Pl.one^"-^"^ 

Narrower  Ranches  would  like  to  propose  an  exchange  (land  trade)  of 
private  lands,   Exhibit  A,  which  at^   located   in   the  South  LaBarge  Unit 
for  public   lands   which  are  located  adjacent    to  our   ranch  on    Fontenelle 
Creek,      These   public    lands  would   be   located   in   the  Slate  Creek  Unit 
on   the  South   side   of   Fontenelle   Creek   (adjacent   to   our  private   lands). 
Our  preference  would   be  to   trade   for  one   block  of  land. 


Explanatory   Remarks: 

This  land  trade  would  be  beneficial  to  the  government  in  several  ways. 
First,  all  of  these  private  lands  are  intermingled  with  government 
land  and  it  would  be  an  opportunity  for  the  BLM  to  block  a  larger 
amount  of  Federal  land.  Second,  but  most  important,  is  that  these 
private  lands  do  have  live  water  on  them  an d  we  believe  this  water 
could  be  a  critical  factor  in  the  upcoming  Range  Management  Plan 
of   the  South   LaBarge  unit. 

If  this   land  trade  was  made  I   believe  it  would  be  advantageous  to  the  BLM 
in  setting  up  a  grazing  system  and  management  system  in  the  South  LaBarge 
Unit.     The  land  trade  would  provide  a  more  economical   unit  for  our 
P^jj^jfyj^^r^tion   even   though  there   is  no  water  on   larids>\we  would   pf^ose   to   trade   for 


L 


Address   Star  Route  -  Harrouer  Banr(lpOV| 
City  4  State   Kemmerer .  WY  831  Ot 


8-1  This  proposal  is  in  conformance  with  the 
RMP.  A  site  specific  analysis  will  be  con- 
ducted for  this  proposal  as  more  information 
becomes  available. 
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EIS  RESPONSE 
4/21/87 


Plnedale    Resource   Area 

Telephone  Conversadon/Conf imatlon  Report 


Frora:      Nome    THOMAS   HARROWER.    JR - 
Office    STAR  ROUTE 


Location      KEHMERER,   WY   83T01 


386-2435 


Type  of  Contact:   Personal 


Narrower  Ranches  desires  to  have  all   the  AUM's  we  are  licensed  for  in  the 
North  LaBarge   Common   (Calpet  and  Black   Canyon)    pasture   to   be  added   to  the 
LaBarge   Individual   Allotment   (Harrower' s) .      This  would   be  accomplished 
by  fencing  a  portion  of  the  West  side  of  the  Hogsback.     This  would  create 
another  pasture  adjacent  to  the  existing  private  allotment. 


lanatory   Remarks: 

The  area  or  proposed  new  pasture  is  presently  more  or  less  a  cow  trap. 
We  believe  this  exchange  would  be  beneficial    to  the  other  users  and 
also   it   would  make  our  operation  more   economical    and  convenient   to 
operate.     Mr.    Lassiter  does   have  a   very  good   understanding  of   this 
situation . 


L 


8-2  Trading  AUMs  between  the  North  LaBarge 
Common  and  LaBarge  Individual  allotments 
will  be  considered  during  implementation  of 
the  Pinedale  RMP.  Specific  solutions  to 
range  management  problems  will  be  devel- 
oped, beginning  with  the  highest  priority 
Improve  (1)  category  allotments.  When  the 
North  LaBarge  Common  Allotment  Manage- 
ment Plan  is  evaluated,  your  proposal  of 
AUM  trading  will  be  incorporated  into  a  dis- 
cussion involving  every  permittee  in  the  allot- 
ment. 


April   22,    1987 


American  ^R^vers 


Plnedale   Resource   Area  Manager 
Bureau   of   Land   ManagenieDt 
Molyneui   Bldg. ,    P.O.    768 
Plnedale.   tfl     62301 


Dear  Plnedale  Resource  Area  Manager, 

As  Ajnerlca's  principal    rlver-aaving  organization,    Aaerlcan   Rivers  worlca 
exclusively  toward    the  preservation  of  the  nation's  outstanding   free-flowing 
rivers.      Section  5Cd)   of   the  Wild  and  Scenic   Rivers   Act,    P-    L.    90-542,    requires 
all   federal   agencies  to  consider  potential   national  uild,    scenic,    and 
recreational    river  areas    in  all   planning   for   the  use  and  developoent  of  water 
and   related    land   resources.      The  planning  responsibility  inposed   by  section 
5(d)   of   the  Act   requires    the  Bureau  of  Land  Management   to  assess   the  values  of 
potential   Wild  and  Scenic   Rivers  during  the   preparation  of  Resource  Manageaeot 
Plans.      American   Rivers    is   Initiating  an  ongoing  review  of   the  BLM's  Draft 
RHP's  as  a   part   of  an  overall   campaign  to  help   protect  and  manage  potential 
wild  and   scenic    rivers   on  public   land,    this  would   include   rivers   listed  on  the 
1932  Nationwide  Inventory  Rivers    (NRI).      Attached  to  this   letter  is  a   quick 
outline  of  procedure  for  the  consideration  of  potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers 
Id  the  RMP's. 

In  order  to  facilitate  our  review,  we  would  appreciate  it  if  you  would  send 
us  a  copy  of  your  Draft  RMP,  or,  if  it  is  not  available,  please  send  notice  of 
when  It  will  be   issued.  We  are  confident   that   our  association  will  prove  to 

be  mutually   beneficial,   and   we  will    be  happy  to  provide  assistance  or  advice  at 
any  stage.     Thank  You. 


Sincerely, 
Kevin  J.   Coyle 


3y- 


Director  of  River  Protection 


801  Pennsylvania  Ave,  S-E 

SUITE  Wi 

Washington,  DC  20003 

202  M7 -6900 


Response  to  Letter  9 

Please  refer  to  Response  7-1. 
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Tbe  Wild  and  Soealc  Rivera  iot  establlsbeB  only  two  requlrcaents  for  a 
river  to  be  eligible  for  lnolusloD  1q  tbe  natlODal  rlrera  systen:      1}  the  river 
oust  be  Tree-flovlng;*   aod  2)    tbe  river  mtiat  cooteln    (support)   ooe  or  sore 
■outstandingly   reaarltable*   value,    including  ocenlo ,    recreation,   geologic,    flab, 
wildlife,   historic,  oultural,  or  other  alallar  values.    16  Q.S.C.   seotlons  1271, 
and   1273(b).     Rivera  which  aeet  these  threshold  requlr^ents  are  eligible  for 
consideration  as  potential  additions  to  tbe  national  rivers  systes,  and  should 
be  studied    in   the  BLif's  planning   process. 

WHAT  RIVEHS  SHODLD  BE  STDDIED? 

Tbe  Satlonvlde  Rivera  Inventory   (NRI),   begun  tbe  Department  of  tbe 
Interior's  Heritage  Couservatlon  and  Recreation  Service  and  coBpleted  and 
published   by   the  Natlooal   Par<(  Service  in    1982,    establishes  a  cooprebeoslve 
Initial    listing  of   rivers  which  are   both   free-flowing  and  exhibit   tbe  requisite 
one  or  oore  outstandingly   reaarkable   value.      HRl   rivers  are  thus  presuaptlvely 
eligible  for  further  consideration  as  potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers.     It 
should  be  noted   that  in  oases  where  tbe  BLN  has  responsibility  for  an 
Insignificant  portion   of  the   lands  along  an  NRI  river,    tbe  BLM  is  responsible 
for  coordinating   the  river  study  with  another  group  or  agency   identified  as   the 
lead  agency   for   the  river. 

Tbe  HRl  was  established  aa  an  Initial   listing  of  eligible  rivers  to  be  used 
as  a  starting  poljit  for  the  study  of  potential  additions  to  the  national  rivers 
systeo;   It   is  eztreoely  important  that  additional  rivers     wfalch  meet   tbe 
statutory  criteria  for  eligibility  be  Identified  and  studied  in  the  BLM's 
Resource  Management  Plans.     Other  agencies  have  typically  used  several  means 
for  tbe  identlfloation  of  additional  river  segments,   including:    1)  rivers  of 
high  public  Interest;   2)   rlvera  wltb  a  legislative  history;   3)  rivers 
Identified  by  state  or   local  agencies  as  iBportant/signlf leant;   1)  other  rivers 
whlcb  in  tbe  professional   ju<lgement  of  the  BLH  planners  warrant  further  study. 

HOW  SHODLD  THESg  RIVERS  BE  STDDIgP? 

The  study  process  has  been  outlined  in  tbe  OSDA/DSDI  Interagency  Guidelines 
for  the  evaluation  of  potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers,  and  is  made  up  of  three 
seperate  parts: 

1)    ELIGIBILITI  -  eligibility  deteralnations  should  be  made  for  all   rivers  and 
river  segments   identified   for   further  study.      These  eligibility  determinations 
should    be  made  according  to  the  preseoce  or  absence  of  statutory  criteria  only 
(i.e.    free-flowing  and  one  or  more  outstandingly  remarkable  value).      Such 
factors  as    land    ownership,    political   opposition,    etc.    should   not  effect 
questions   of  eligibility.      In   tbe  study  of  eligibility,   several    Issues  ccnaonly 
arise: 


-  segment   length.    The  Guidelines  state  that  a  river  segment   is  of  sufficient 
length   if,   when  oanaged   as  a  Wild,    Scenic,    or  Recreational    river  area,    its 
outstandingly  reotarkable   vBlue(s)   are  protected.      A  four  mile  stretch   of   the 
Horsepasture  River  in  North  Carolina  was  recently  added    to  tbe  national   system. 
Additionally,    a  given  river  may   be   segmented   during  eligibility  determination 
to  reflect   the  fact    that   the  presence  of  dlquallfylng  factors  on  one  stretch   of 
river  do  not  disqualify    the  entire  river.      Eligible   river  segments  may  be 
seperated   by    ineligible  ones. 

-  f low •    The  Guidelines   state  that  flows  are  sufficient   If  they   sustain   or 
enhance   the  outstandingly   remarkable  value(s)   for  which   the  river  would  be 
designated.      Thus  outstandingly  remarkable  scenic,    botanic,    wildlife, 
wilderness,   geologic,    historic   and  other  resource  values  may  all  exist  within  a 
river  corridor  regardless   of  stream  flow  levels. 

2)  CLASSIFICATIOB  -  all   segments   found    to  meet   the  eligibility  criteria  for 
potential    inclusion  in    the  national   system  should   be  classified  according  to 
the  USDA/USDI  Guidelines  as  potential  Wild,    Scenic,    or  Recreational   Rivers. 
Here  again,    additional    segmentation  of  eligible   rivers  will   be  necessary: 
because  one  section   of  an   eligible  river  qualifies   as  recreational,    that   does 
not  preclude  another  segment  of    that   river  from  being  classified   as  Wild,    or 
Scenic. 

3)  sniTABILITI  -  a   river's  suitability  for  Inclusion  involves  a   recommendation 
by    the  BLH  regarding   the  proposed    future  of  eligible  and  classified    river 
segments.      A  segment   may  be  recommended    for  inclusion    in  the  national    system, 
or  may  be   recommended    for  other  uses  which   provide  more  appropriate  protections 
for  tbe  river  and   its  surroundings.      Factors  such  as   land   ownership, 
appropriation  costs,  etc.  can  effect  this  decision. 

Potentially  eligible  rivers  should   be  evaluated   and   classified   by  the  BLM 
district   planners   in    the  Resource  Management  Plan.      Rivers    found   eligible 
should    be    placed  within  special  Wild  and  Scenic   River  Management  Zones  which 
reflect    the  specific   protections  outlined    for  Wild,    Scenic,   and  Recreational 
Rivers    in    tbe  DSDA/DSDI   Guidelines    regarding  timber  harvest,  water  diversion 
and   dam  construction,  mineral   extraction,    streamslde  development,    visual 
quality  objectives,    etc.      It   Is   Important  to  Implement   the  protections  of  a 
Wild  and  Scenic  Management  Zone  as  soon  as  classifications  have  been  made,   in 
order  to  ensure   the  protection  of  river  values  during   the  interim  in  which    the 
final   decisions  will    be  made  regarding   tbe  future  of  eligible  rivers. 

This   represents  a   thumbnail    sketch   of  Wild  and  Scenic   River  evaluation  as 
they  have  been   performed   by  other  agencies   in  accordance  with  DSDA/USDI 
Guidelines.      American   Rivers  would   like   to  suggest   this   format   for   the 
evaluation  of  potential  wild  and  scenic   rivers.      If  you  have  any   questions, 
feel   free  to  contact  Kevin  Coyle. 
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WYOMING  ADVOCATES  FOR  ANIMALS 

316  East  Pershing  Boulevard 
Cheyenne.  WY  62001 

May  4,  1987 


Team  Leader 

Pinedale  RMP 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  BOX  1869 

Rock  Springs,  WY   82902-1869 


Re: 


Draft  Resource  Management  Plan/ 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area 


Dear  Sir; 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Pinedale 
Resource  Area  Management  Plan.   Our  comments  will  be  res- 
tricted to  the  issue  of  the  wild  horses  throughout  this  area, 
but  must  not  be  construed  as  our  not  having  concerns  and 
knowledge  about  the  many  other  issues  involved  in  the  overall 
plan. 

We  have  carefully  studied  the  sections  of  this  Draft  Plan 

'ing  to  do  with  wild  horses.   Our  collective  opinion  is  that 
s  is  yet  one  more  addition  to  the  carefully  orchestrated 
national  plan  on  the  part  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to 
remove  wild  horses  from  all  areas.   It  is  part  of  the  bigger 
picture,  much  of  which  is  now  being  considered  in  another  public 
opinion  invitation  in  that  BLM  wants  to,  and  intends  to,  kill 
wild  horses. 

There  is  no  more  reason  to  remove  wild  horses  in  the  Pinedale 
Resource  Area  today,  than  there  was  a  year  ago,  or  several 
years  ago.   The  impact  of  the  very  small  number  in  total  of 
wild  horses  through  this  resource  area  on  forage  and  other 
life-sustaining  elements  is  so  minimal  compared  to  the  vaster 
numbers  of  livestock  involved  that  to  continually  recommend 
throughout  this  plan,  as  has  been  done,  to  remove  horses,  or  to 
reduce  certain  herds  to  such  a  small  number,  that  we  can  only 
conclude  that,   once  again,  there  is  no  place  for  wild  horses, 
and  never  will  be,  until  not  only  BLM  but  its  rancher  cohorts 
are  satisfied  that  none  will  live  into  the  next  decade. 

We  strongly  and  vigorously  oppose  any  and  all  removal  of  wild 
horses  in  this  resource  area  under  any  circumstances.   On  the 
other  hand,  we  strongly,  and  ]ust  as  vigorously,  demand  that 
much  of  the  livestock  that  is  presently  damaging  the  resources 
to  the  detriment  not  only  of  wild  horses  and  other  wildlife. 


Response  to  Letter  10 

The  two  areas  in  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area 
containing  wild  horses  are  influenced  by  condi- 
tions which  we  felt  detracted  from  the  criteria  for 
a  wild  horse  herd  management  area.  These  con- 
ditions include:  proximity  to  private  lands, 
increase  in  high  speed  motor  vehicle  traffic, 
safety  hazards,  no  wild  horse  forage  allocation, 
fencing,  and  the  lack  of  reliable  water. 
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but  to  other  human  users  of  the  area,  be  removed  instead  in 
such  large  numbers  that  a  real,  and  not  imagined,  balance,  and 
thus  a  true  multiple  use,  be  created. 

Statements  such  as  "no  forage  would  be  allocated  for  wild 
horses"  and  "forage  would  be  allocated  to  support"  only  a 
given  number  (and  always  an  exceptionally  small  number)  of 
horses  in  a  given  area  are  antithetic  to  the  1971  protection 
act. 

This  consensus  was  reached  and  is  unanimous  on  the  part  of  our 
statewide  list  of  over  400  correspondents.   While  we  are  not 
naive  enough  to  feel  that  our  sentiments  which  are  totally 
pro-wild  horse,  and  almost  totally  anti-livestock  interests, 
are  going  to  count  in  the  final  plan  for  this  resource  area, 
nevertheless  we  make  public  our  antipathy  for  anything  but 
protection  of  wild  horses  and  wildlife  first,  with  all  other 
interests  in  a  secondary  position. 

Yours  truly, 


(Mrs.)  Jeannine  R.  Stallings 
President 


Info  copies:   Membership/WAFA/ statewide 

International  Society  for 
the  Protection  of  Mustangs 
and  Burros/Reno,  Nevada 
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QKeeit  Jtiaex  VxMe^ 

CATTLEMEN'S  ASSOCIATION 


Don  Sweep,  District  Manager 
Rock  Springs  District  BLH 
Rock  Springs.  tfY   82901 

Dear  Sir: 

Enclosed,  please  find  a  copy  of  the  Green  River  Valley 
Cattlemen's  Association  response  to  the  Plnedale  Area  Plan. 
The  GRVCA  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  upon  the 
plan  and  hopes  that  the  plan  will  be  improved  as  a  result 
of  the  time  and  effort  given  the  GRVCA  response. 


Should  you  require  e: 
the  GRVCA  response,  pleaS' 
the  GRVCA  BLM  Plan  Commit 


FF:sab 
enclosu 


sion  on  any  point  covered  In 
ntact  Lary  Lozler.  Chairman 


FRANK  FEAR.  Presid. 
GRVCA 


Response  to  Letter  11 


11 


Q'leen  JUitm  VxMe^ 

CATTLEMEN'S  ASSOCIATION 


POSITION   STATEMENT 


Subject:     The  proposed  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  Pinedale 
Resource  Area  Management  Plan 


g'.CKGROUND: 

The  GRVCA     is  an  association  of  ranches  and  ranchers  operating   in 
the  Green  River  Valley  of  Sublette  County  and  surrounding  area.     The 
GRVCA  has  a  current  manbership  of  approximately  120   individuals  and 
ranches,   thus  carries  the  voice  of  a  substantial  portion  of  the  agricul- 
ture cocmunity. 

Ttie  GRVCA  recognizes  the   importance  of  the  Pinedale  Area  Plan  in 
that  the  Plan  will  guide  the  management  decision-making  of  BLM  lands 
well   into  the  future.     Directly  or   indirectly,    the  BUI  Plan  will  affect 
a  large  portion  of  the  land  mass  in  and  near  Sublette  county,    it's  inha- 
bitants,  and  it's  economy. 

Agriculture  of  the  area  must  be  concerned  with  the  Plan  because  of 
agriculture's  link  to  the  BLM  lands  in  terms  of  federal  grazing  permits, 
water,  and  many  other  BLM  resources. 

Agriculture  is  a  basic  industry;   a  generator  of  new  dollars.     Couple 
this  with  the  fact  that  Agriculture  is  a  primary  contributor  to  the 
area's  econany,   and  we  find  that  the  fate  of  the  coimunity,   as  well  as 
agriculture,  will  be  affected  by  the  Plan.     It   is  agriculture's  respon- 
sibility to  react  to  the  Plan,   just  as  it  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
Bt»  Plan  to  respond  to  the  concerns  we  outline  here. 

Ttie  GRVCA  will   limit   it's  remarks  to  the  management  of  resources 
which  are  basic  to  agriculture. 


GENERAL  COMMENTS 

"rtie  GRVCA  is  a  strong  backer  of  the  multiple  use  concept.  We  recog- 
nize that  federal  lands  are  and  should  be  managed  in  fashion  such  that 
all  uses  of  the  land  are  given  their  share  of  consideration.  With  this 
in  mind,  the  GRVCA  notes  that  ^ch  of  the  alternatives  presented  for 
analysis  has  unique  features.  From  a  strictly  livestock  oriented  view- 
point, the  livestock  management  aspects  of  Alternative  B  are  attractive. 
However,  realizing  the  necessity  for  and  always  backing  the  multiple  use 
concept,   the  Preferred  Alternative  is  the  most  acceptable  in  total. 
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GRVCA  POSITION 

BU^   Pinedale  Area  Plan 

Page  2 

Ttie  GRVCA  is  concerned  over  the  Plan's  ert^^asis  on  wildlife.  We 
believe  that  perhaps  wildlife  has  received  an  inordinate  amount  of  con- 
sideration in  the  development  of  the  plan  and  hasten  to  state  that  the 
GRVCA's  staunch  support  of  the  multiple  use  concept  is  critically  depen- 
dant upon  balanced  management.  We  do  not  believe  that  balance  has  been 
achieved  in  some  aspects  of  the  plan.  Sonie  examples  of  these  imbalances 
will  receive  more  detailed  treatment  later. 

Of  course,   any  plan   is  only  as  good  as  the  people  administering  it, 
and  the  cooperation  experienced  in  implementing  programs.   The  GRVCA 
would  like  it  noted   that,    in  general,    it  is  felt  that  ranching   interests 
have  been  fortunate  in  this  regard. 

The  remainder  of  our  statement  can  be  broken   into  three  sections. 
We  will  praise  some  provisions  of  the  plan,  we  will  present  seme  ques- 
tions which  should  be  further  clarified  in  the  plan,   and  we  will  present 
some  criticism  of  some  of  the  plan's  provisions.      In  all  cases,  we  have 
directed  specific  cocnnents  toward  actions  presented   in  the  Preferred 
Alternative. 

COMPLIMENTS: 


Ttie  GRVCA  is  extremely  grateful   that  the  plan  calls  for  and  outlines 
actions  which  will  finally  move  toward  resolution  of  the  Wild  Horse 
Problem. 

Ttie  GRVCA  is  pleased  to  note  that  fire  has  been  recognized  as  an 
acceptable  tool   in  brush  management.     The  GRVCA  supports  the  implanenta- 
tion  of  any  method  or  tool  which  can  improve  the  rangeland. 

QUESTIONS: 


Historical  use  patterns  and  events  are  not  well  addressed  in  the 
plan.     Be  believe  that,    in  the  interest  of  providing  seme  continuity  in 
the  managemeit  of  the  resource,   the  history  of  the  lands  use  be  docu- 
mented.    For  example,    in  1961  a  large  percentage  of  the  allotted  AUM's 
for   livestock  grazing  were  pulled.   Presumably  this  "temporary"  reduction 
was   invoked   for   the  purpose  of  rangeland   improvenent.   The  condition  of 
the  rangeland  has   improved  and   the  AUM  potential  of  those  lands  have 
also  increased.     These  AUM's,   however,   have  never  been  reallocated  to 
livestock  grazing.     The  question  which  then  arises   is,    "What  were  wild- 
life numbers    (AUM  consumption)    in  1961?    What  is   it   today?  Has  wildlife 
been  the  beneficiary  of  a  sacrifice  made  by  the  livestock  grazer?" 

Ttie  GRVCA  is  confident  that  elk  numbers  have  increased.   T^ese 
increased  numbers  affect  tne  condition,  AUM  consumption,   and  also  the 
size  of  "critical  winter  range".     The  plan  is  specific  in   it's  pre- 
scribed analysis  of  range  improvements  upon  critical  winter  ranges  in 
that   improvements  must  be  beneficial   to  the  elk.     By  observation  of  the 
plan's  critical  winter  range  maps,  and  our  knowledge  of  the  location  of 
elk  feedgrounds,    it   is  apparent  that  the  presence  of  feedgrounds  effec- 
tively shrinks  the  size  of  critical  winter  ranges.     The  question  then 
becomes,   "If  range  improvanents  improve  the  productivity  of  the  range, 
but  may  be  precluded  because  of  the  fact  that  a  range  improvement  may  be 
in  critical  winter  range,  would  it  not  benefit  the  range  and  allow  more 
rangeland   improvements    (by  shrinking  critical  winter  range)    if  one  or 
two  strategically  located  elk  feedgrounds  were  advocated  in  the  plan?" 
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GRVCA  POSITION 

BL/1  Pinedale  Area  Plan 

Page  3 


We  are  concerned  about  the  emphasis  that  wildlife  has  received  in 
the  plan,  particularly  v*ien  it   is  considered  that  the  BUI  must  attempt 
to  balance  the  AUM  availability  with  AUM  consumption.     The  plan  states 
that  wildlife  population  objectives  will  be  linked  with  the  "current" 
V^oming  Game  and  Fish  Strategic  Plan.     The  GRVCA  believes  that  the  BUI 
should  set  levels  and  limits  to  the  AUM  consumption  by  wildlife,   just  as 
it  does  for  cattle,   rather  than  allowing  another  agency  set  population 
objectives  for  wildlife.     While  the  Game  and  Fish  may  set  population 
objectives,    it   is  still  the  Federal  Land  which  must  provide  the  forage 
for  those  animals.     The  cattle  are  in  competition  for  those  AUM's,  and 
appear   to  be  given  a  lower  priority.     Therefore,   while  one  consuner  is 
regulated  by   the  BE/I,   another  consumer    (wildlife)    has  no  regulation  with 
regard  to  numbers .     Should  not  the  BLM  determine  what  the  range  can  sup- 
port,  and  be  the  agency  i*o  determines  the  population   it  will  be  allowed 
to  support,   rather   than  conforming  to  the  "current"  objectives  of 
another  agency?     The  GRVCA  would  like  to  reconmend  that  populations  of 
wildlife  be  limited  to  post  harvest  1985  populations. 

"Itie  GRVCA  finds  it  interesting  that  50%  of  increased  AUM's,  devel- 
oped through  range  improvanent  techniques  paid  for  by  the  BUI  and  graz- 
ing permittees,  are  dedicated  to  wildlife.  Frcm  the  grazing  permittee's 
standpoint,  this  multiplies  the  cost  of  range  improvement  per  AUM  use- 
able by  cattle  by  a  factor  of  two.  Once  again,  the  wildlife  have  bene- 
fitted at  partial  expense  of  the  grazing  permittee.  The  GRVCA  would 
like  to  ask,  "Shouldn't  all  primary  beneficiaries  of  range  iirprovanaits 
share   in  the  expense?" 

F^arther,   the  GRVCA  notes  that  water   improvanents  shall  not  be 
allowed  on  critical  elk  winter   range  unless  the  improvanent  can  be 
danonstrated  as  being  beneficial   to  elk.     This  statement  should  not  be 
allowed  to  remain   in  the  plan  because  of   the  fact  that  many   improvanents 
cannot  be  shown  to  be  beneficial   to  wildlife,   but  on  the  other  hand  can- 
not be  shown  to  be  detrimental.    It  is  totally  biased  toward  wildlife, 
and   ignores  the  possibility  that  range  improvements  can  have  neutral 
effect  with  regard  to  elk  on  critical  winter  range. 

Similarly,    the  GRVCA  believes  that   in  the  event  that  sane  improve- 
ment is   installed  strictly  for   the  purpose  of  providing/protecting  habi- 
tat for  wildlife,   the  Game  and  Fish  should  be  wholly  responsible  for  the 
maintenance  of  that   improvement. 


With  regard  to  AUM  reductions  resultant  of  energy  development,  are 
they  lost  forever  and  how  eu:e  the  reductions  calculated?     In  one  spe- 
cific example,    59  AtJM's  were  lost  to  grazing  as  a  result  of  one  veil 
site  at  the  end  of  an  already  established  road.     Since  then,   the  site 
has  been  rehabilitated,   but  the  59  AUM's  have  not  been  returned.     In  the 
first  place,   59  AUM's  seems  excessive,   and  since  the  rehabilitation  the 
production  frcm  the  location  should  be  restored.     All   that  should  be 
lost  would  be  the  insignificant  amount   lost  when  the  road  was  upgraded. 

A  second  question  surfaces  with  respect  to  mitigation  over  lost 
ALW's  as  a  result  of  energy  development.  Grazers  have  seen  wildlife 
managem^it  agencies  paid  handsome  sums  over  habitat  damage.     Why  does 


11-1  We  believe  that  the  plan  does  support  the 
multiple  use  concept  for  management  of 
resources.  Wildlife  concerns,  as  well  as  other 
resource  concerns,  were  addressed  in 
response  to  the  issues  and  concerns  identi- 
fied at  the  beginning  of  the  planning  pro- 
cess. 

11-2  The  Analysis  of  the  Management  Situation 
for  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area  documents 
the  historic  background  of  livestock  use  pat- 
terns and  forage  adjudications.  A  range  mon- 
itoring program  will  begin  upon  completion 
and  approval  of  the  RMP.  The  results  of  mon- 
itoring will  be  used  to  determine  the  extent 
to  which  any  adjustments  in  forage  alloca- 
tions will  be  made  to  meet  objectives  stated 
in  the  RMP  for  all  resources. 

11-3  Please  refer  to  changes  in  the  text.  The 
plan  has  been  modified  to  allow  water  devel- 
opment on  crucial  elk  winter  range  so  long 
as  adverse  impacts  to  elk  would  not  occur, 
rather  than  the  requirement  that  they  be 
beneficial  to  elk.  Establishment  and  adminis- 
tration of  elk  feedgrounds  are  not  within  the 
authority  of  BLM.  Authorization  for  feed- 
grounds  established  and  administered  by 
WGFD  is  within  the  scope  of  BLM  manage- 
ment. Your  comment  on  establishment  of 
additional  elk  feedgrounds  should  be 
pursued  with  the  WGFD. 

11-4  The  WGFD  Strategic  Plan  is  a  basic  tool 
used  to  establish  population  objectives  for 
wildlife,  both  on  public  and  private  lands. 
The  BLM  is  mandated  to  provide  habitat 
through  federal  law.  The  state  of  Wyoming 
is  mandated  to  manage  populations.  (Cooper- 
ation between  federal  habitat  managers  and 
state  wildlife  managers  occurs  during  devel- 
opment of  the  state's  strategic  plan  for  wild- 
life, as  well  as  federal  land  use  plans.  The 
population  objectives  are  subject  to  change 
through  appropriate  channels.  Agency  and 
public  comment  are  valuable  components  of 
the  state's  population  objective-setting  pro- 
cess. 

Wildlife  populations  are  dynamic  and  sub- 
ject to  severe  fluctuation.  Severe  winters  or 
summer  drought  can  reduce  wildlife 
numbers,  while  mild  winters  and  favorable 
summer  conditions  can  allow  dramatic 
increases.  Habitat  availability  changes  with 
weather  conditions,  as  well  as  human  influ- 
ences. This  RMP  attempts  to  balance  wildlife 
objectives  with  conflicting  land  uses.  Cattle 
are  not  considered  a  lower  priority  than  wild- 
life. Measures  prescribed  in  the  RMP  are 
designed  to  provide  both  livestock  grazing 
and  wildlife  habitat  within  the  planning  area. 
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not   the  BU^  pursue  such  mitigation  over   lost  cattle  AUM'; 
vested   in  improvements? 


Tlie  GRVCA  has  gone  on  record  as  opposing  mandatory  tagging  of  per- 
mitted cattle,   although  will  support  counts  of  cattle  coordinated  with 
and  in  cooperation  with  the  permittee.     However,   the  GRVCA  is  concerned 
that  while  the  BLW  Vi«uld   like  to  physically  count  cattle  the  BUi  is 
eager   to  accept  without  question  wildlife  counts  prepared  by  the  Game 
and  Fish.     The  GRVCA  would  assume  the  position  that   if  the  BLH  would 
insist  on  agency  involvement  on  doconentation  of  cattle  nunbers,   then 
the  BUI  should  became  directly  involved   in  documenting  the  nunbers  of 
wildlife. 

Ttie  GRVCA  would  caution  that  many  programs  and  practices  in  which 
permittees  are  being  asked  to  participate  require  time  and  labor  on  the 
part  of  the  permittee.     These  additional  expenditures  rarely  can  be 
shown  to  be  of  imnediate  economic  benefit  and  in  most   instances  will 
return  nothing. 

T^e  GRVCA  would  like  to  see  the  plan  anbrace  a  philosophy  of  includ- 
ing greater  amounts  of  agricultural   input   in  all  planning  processes. 

The  GRVCA  would  like  to  see  included   in  the  plan  provisions  to 
include  permittees  in  range  monitoring  work.     Presently,   permittees  are 
not  ccnmonly  involved   in  the  monitoring  work.     The  GRVCA  believes  that 
permittee/ agency  cooperation  in  performing  range  monitoring  would  be 
beneficial   to  both.      In  the  event  that  disagreement  occurs  over  findings 
of  range  monitoring,    the  GRVCA  reccnmends  that  there  also  be  provision 
for  sane  type  of  "arbitration"  arranganent   involving  range  professionals 
who  could  serve  as  credible,   unbiased  observers. 

Also,  the  GRVCA  would  like  very  much  for  the  Pinedale  Area  Office  to 
secure  and  maintain  in  the  area  office  historical  and  current  records 
documenting  range  condition,  trend,  etc.  In  the  face  of  personnel  tur- 
nover, this  would  certainly  be  a  valuable  asset  to  new  employees  and 
permittees  as  well.  Many  of  our  manbers  find  that  records  i^ich  find 
their  greatest  worth  at  the  local  level  have  been  archived  elseirfiere, 
requiring  time  and  luck  to  retrieve  in  a  timely  fashion. 

CRITICISMS   OF  THE   PLAN 

Many  of  the  criticisims  \<*iich  the  GRVCA  offer  with  regard  to  the 
plan  are  included   in  the  questions  and  their  explanation  as  presented 
above.     We  will  not  review  these,   trusting  that  weakness  that  we  per- 
ceive are  evident  above.     In  addition,   however,   there  are  at  least  two 
criticisims  which  have  not  received  earlier   treatniKit. 


Itie  GRVCA  finds  no  planning  for  noxious  weed  programs  contained  in 
the  doconent.     We  believe  this  a  horrible  oversight.   Noxious  weed  have 
become  tremendous  problans  in  many  areas  not  far  removed  frcin  here, 
seriously  damaging  the  range's  ability  to  support  any  dcinestic  or  wild 
animal  use.     Noxious  weed  infestations  are  moving   into  the  area,  and  the 
Pinedale  Area  Plan  should  include  strategies  and  actions  to  confront 
such  invasions.     Without  specific  planning  for  noxious  weeds,   the  plan 
is   incomplete  and  unacceptable. 
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Ttie  GRVCA  notes  that  the  plan  calls  for  securing  Rights  of  Way 
across  deeded  lands.  The  taking  of  rights  of  way  fron/through  deeded 
lands  is  distasteful.  It  would  be  a  rare  occasion  if  a  landowner  denied 
administrative  access  for  administrative  purposes,  however  public  access 
in  no  way  is  beneficial  to  a  private  landowner.  The  GRVCA  cannot  sup- 
port provisions  in  the  plan  for  actively  securing  rights  of  way  under 
adverse  conditions. 

SUtiMARY 

The  GRVCA  compliments  the  BUI  for  presenting  a  plan  which  appears  to 
be  serviceable  for  the  user  and  administratively.  Although  there  are 
portions  of  every  alternative  which  the  GRVCA  finds  attractive,  i«  find 
that  in  total  the  preferred  alternative  is  the  most  palatable.  We  are 
particularly  pleased  to  note  that  the  plan  calls  for  action  with  regard 
to  a  couple  of  items  with  which  the  GRVCA  has  been  concerned. 

We  have  presented  a  nimber  of  questions  and  associated  arguments. 
Perhaps  some  of  these  questions  would  be  better  asked  and  answered  in 
another  forijn.  However,  the  questions  are  largely  the  result  of  situa- 
tions which  the  plan  does  not  deal  with  sufficiently.  Thus,  perhaps  the 
questions  presented  are  illustrations  of  weakness  in  the  plan  because 
they  are  not  answered  within  the  text  of  the  plan.  The  GRVCA  firmly 
believes  in  the  concept  of  multiple  use,  and  as  such  find  the  plan  main- 
tains balance  between  the  uses  with  the  exception  of  the  anphasis  that 
is  placed  i^xan  wildlife.  Much  of  the  difficulty  the  GRVCA  has  with  this 
plan  is  resultant  of  the  anp^iasis  placed  upon  wildlife. 

We  have  noted  a  couple  of  itans  which  are  unacceptable  to  the  GRVCA. 
One  of  these  itans  is  the  inclusion  of  intent  to  acquire  public  access 
across  deeded  lands.  The  second  is  the  emission  of  any  planning  for 
noxious  weed  programs.  We  feel  planning  for  noxious  weed  infestations 
should  be  included  in  any  land  managanent  plan,  and  without  such  find 
that  the  plan  is  incomplete. 


The  wildlife  populations  are  subject  to  regu- 
lation by  harvest  schemes  based  on  the 
state's  strategic  plan.  BLM  supports  this  sys- 
tem and  provides  input  where  necessary  to 
ensure  adherence  to  federal  land  use  plan  al- 
locations. Harvest  regulations  also  are  open 
to  public  comment  under  the  WGFD  commis- 
sioners' final  authority.  While  it  may  appear 
the  population  objectives  for  wildlife  are 
under  the  complete  control  of  the  WGFD, 
actually,  they  are  the  product  of  a  larger, 
more  encompassing  effort  which  attempts  to 
include  the  federal  agencies  and  the  public. 

Precise  wildlife  AUM  consumption  is  more 
difficult  to  determine  than  it  is  for  livestock. 
Early  BLM  grazing  environmental  impact 
statements  allocated  forage  to  livestock  and 
wildlife  based  on  inventories  of  annual  for- 
age production.  We  no  longer  utilize  this 
method;  rather,  a  system  of  monitoring  to 
resolve  conflicts  has  been  designed.  Live- 
stock and  wildlife  conflicts  will  be 
approached  with  the  direction  to  maintain 
habitat  to  support  WGFD  planning  objec- 
tives as  shown  on  Table  28  of  the  revised 
text.  This  does  not  place  priority  on  wildlife 
before  livestock,  but  recognizes  current  com- 
patibility between  these  uses  with  direction 
to  maintain  that  compatibility. 

Any  change  in  planning  objectives  sought  by 
WGFD  for  wildlife  populations  would  be  eval- 
uated as  it  affects  RMP  objectives  for  all 
resources  and  habitat  availability.  If  the  pro- 
posed changefrom  WGFD  can  beaccommo- 
dated  by  resource  allocations  in  the  RMP, 
the  habitat  is  available,  and  compatibility 
with  other  uses  (including  livestock  grazing) 
is  shown,  the  change  in  population  objective 
would  be  supported  by  BLM.  Before  a 
change  that  does  not  meet  these  criteria  is 
supported  by  BLM,  a  plan  amendment  re- 
quiring public  involvement  may  be  initiated. 
The  results  of  this  process  would  determine 
whether  BLM  would  support  the  proposed 
change,  or  respond  that  BLM  habitat  man- 
agement would  not  ensure  that  new  popula- 
tion objective  levels  could  be  accommo- 
dated. 

11-5  Range  improvements  can  benefit  wildlife 
as  well  as  livestock.  Forage  increases  result- 
ing from  range  improvements  would  be  allo- 
cated to  the  multiple  uses  of  livestock  graz- 
ing, watershed  stabilization,  and  wildlife 
habitat.  The  50/50  split  on  forage  increases 
was  used  for  analysis  purposes  in  the  RMP. 
Actual  increases  would  be  allocated  on  an 
individual  basis,  depending  on  the  objec- 
tives of  allotment  and  wildlife  habitat  man- 
agement plans.  Range  improvements  will 
normally  be  planned,  accomplished,  and 
dedicated   to   multiple   uses.   Some   range 
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improvements  may  result  in  morethan  50  per- 
cent of  forage  increases  being  allocated  to 
livestock  or  wildlife,  depending  on  specific 
evaluation. 

The  text  has  been  changed  to  state  that 
water  developments  on  crucial  elk  winter 
range  will  be  allowed,  if  they  do  not  result  in 
adverse  impacts  to  elk. 

Improvements  installed  strictly  for  the  pur- 
pose of  providing/protecting  habitat  for  wild- 
life may  be  maintained  by  the  WGFD,  BLM, 
or  both  through  cooperative  agreement. 

11-6  Animal  unit  month  (AUM)  reduction  result- 
ing from  surface  disturbance  (roads,  oil 
pads,  pipelines,  etc.)  are  based  on  the 
amount  of  land  affected  and  the  average  car- 
rying capacity  of  similar  adjacent  lands. 
These  AUMs  are  not  lost  forever,  but  can  be 
regained  in  time  through  rehabilitation  of  the 
disturbed  lands  or  through  rangeland 
improvements.  The  59  AUM  reduction  is  a 
projection  based  on  the  assumption  that 
future  oil  and  gas  development  will  occur  dur- 
ing the  period  covered  by  the  land  use  plan. 

Appropriate  mitigation  measures  are  and 
will  be  applied  to  surface  disturbing  activities 
to  mitigate  impacts  to  an  acceptable  level 
consistent  with  guidelines  and  objectives  of 
the  RMP  and  multiple  use  management. 
BLM  has  not  required  energy  companies  to 
pay  wildlife  habitat  damages,  although  state 
of  Wyoming  agencies  have  done  so.  We  do 
not  anticipate  impacts  from  energy  develop- 
ment to  be  of  a  magnitude  which  would 
require  mitigation  beyond  what  is  presently 
provided  for  and  being  implemented. 

11-7  Federal  grazing  regulations  state  that  the 
authorized  officer  may  require  counting 
and(or)  additional  special  marking  or  tag- 
ging of  the  authorized  livestock  in  order  to 
promote  the  orderly  administration  of  the 
public  lands  (CFR  4130.5(c)).  The  RMP  reit- 
erates this  regulation  with  the  intent  that  it 
be  employed  as  one  of  several  methods  for 
monitoring  the  amount  of  use  by  livestock. 
Eartagging  and  paint  branding  can  be  costly 
and  time  consuming  operations,  and  unless 
we  feel  that  these  methods  would  be  benefi- 
cial to  our  monitoring  efforts,  they  will  not 
be  employed. 

Coordination  with  range  users  for  rangeland 
monitoring  will  be  accomplished.  Our  plans 
are  available  for  review  and  open  for  public 
input.  Data  acquired  from  monitoring  would 
be  kept  in  the  resource  area  office,  allowing 
records  to  be  kept  current. 

11-8  Please  refer  to  Response  4-12. 
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11-9  The  BLM  does  not  have  active  designs  to 
condemn  rights-of-way  across  deeded 
lands.  Access  acquisition  across  private 
lands  into  public  lands  will  focus  explicitly 
on  serving  the  public  needs  unique  to  spe- 
cific tracts  of  public  lands.  A  separate  eval- 
uation will  be  prepared  for  each  access  need 
and  impacts  to  deeded  lands  will  be  dis- 
cussed with  the  landowner.  Access  will  be 
sought  based  on  the  BLM  or  public  needs  to 
utilize  inaccessible  larger  blocks  of  public 
land.  Access  will  almost  always  be  acquired 
through  purchase  of  easements,  land 
exchanges,  or  reciprocal  rights-of-way  ar- 
rangements. Only  under  rare  circumstances 
and  due  to  unique  public  needs  would  con- 
demnation be  pursued. 

Acquisition  of  legal  access  across  deeded 
land  is  determined  on  specific  needs  unique 
to  particular  areas.  Condemnation  across 
deeded  land  is  an  option  available  when  all 
otheroptions  have  been  exhausted.  Condem- 
nation is  only  used  under  rare  circumstances 
when  unique  and  highly  valuable  public  re- 
sources are  at  stake  and  there  are  no  other 
access  options  available. 
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PO  Box  414 

Afton.  Wyoming  83110-0414 

307/886-3825 


May  19,  1987 


Team  Leader 

Pinedale  RMP 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  1869 

Rock  Springs,  Wyoming   82902-1869 


We  have  a  few  comments  concerning  the  Pinedale  Resource 
Management  Plan: 

(1)  Rock  Creek  ACEC 

We  ful ly  support  the  concept  of  the  "no  surface 
occupancy"  of  the  Rock  Creek  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  while  at  the  same  time  allowing 
for  the  development  of  mineral  resources  using 
directional  drilling  from  outside  the  area. 

However,  we  are  concerned  that  this  provision  will 
force  the  siting  of  rigs  on  lands  located  on  the 
southern  periphery  of  the  Rock  Creek  area  which  are 
unsuitable  for  oil  and  gas  development.  On  page  69  the 
authors  of  the  plan  state: 

Also  of  concern  is  the  lack  of  suitable  drilling 
locations  along  the  southern  margin  of  the  no  surface 
occupancy  areas;  the  area  is  characterized  by  steep, 
unstable  slopes  and  the  LaBarge  Creek  riparian  zone. 

Expand  the  boundaries  of  the  no  surface  occupancy 
limitation  to  include  these  sensitive  areas,  yet 
continue  to  allow  oil  and  gas  development  by  directional 
drilling  from  adjacent  areas. 

We  realize  that  such  action  might  not  be  possible  given 

private  ownership  of  the  land  in  question. 


Response  to  Letter  12 

12-1  Much  of  the  land  on  the  southern  periphery 
of  the  Rock  Creek  area  is  characterized  by 
slopes  in  excess  of  25  percent  and  being 
within  SOOfeet  of  surface  waterand(or)  ripar- 
ian zones.  Drilling  would  be  prohibited  in 
those  areas,  thus,  the  more  restrictive  no  sur- 
face occupancy  (NSO)  restriction  is  not  nec- 
essary. Also,  wildlife  concerns  are  not  as 
great  here  and  it  is  likely  that  appropriate  drill- 
ing locations,  without  the  above  characteris- 
tics, could  be  found  within  the  area. 

The  approximately  11,000  acres  surround- 
ing the  Rock  Creek  ACEC  would  be  studied 
furtherto  determine  sites  where  the  NSO  stip- 
ulation could  be  excepted  and  drilling 
allowed.  Portions  of  the  land  in  question  are 
under  federal  ownership. 
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(2)  Holden  Hill  Closure 
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(3)  Land  Tenure  Adjustment  Parcels 

We  noticed  that  you  have  indicated  several  parcels  of 
public  land  to  be  made  available  for  exchange  or  sale  i 
the  LaBarge  area.  Would  you  kindly  send  us  a  more 
detai  led  map,  accompanied  by  legal  descr  ipt ions,  which 
would  help  us  identify  these  properties  in  the  LaBarge 
area?  It  would  also  be  of  service  if  you  gave  a  brief 
explanation  of  why  each  parcel  is  being  considered  for 
disposal . 

Sincerely, 


Jim  Sayre 

Long- Range  Planner 


JS/jr. 


12-2  The  recently  issued  Oregon/ Mormon  Pio- 
neer National  Historic  Trails  Management  Plan 
(BLM  1 986)  addresses  the  Bureau's  plans  for 
recreation  and  recreational  development  of 
the  emigrant  trails  and  associated  historic 
sites.  Various  sites  such  as  Emigrant  Springs 
(Slate  Creek),  Johnson  Scout  Rocks,  Emi- 
grant Springs  (Dempsey),  the  Pine  Grove, 
Rocky  Gap,  Lombard  Ferry,  White  Hill,  and 
others  are  slated  for  interpretation  and  may 
be  suitable  for  such  tours.  Because  of  its  iso- 
lation and  sensitivity,  Holden  Hill  is  not  con- 
sidered a  suitable  site  for  such  tours. 
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TEAM  LEADER 

PINEDALE  RMP 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MWNAbEMENT 

A=  a  concerned  public  land  user  I  woula  it^e  to  m<sl  e  the 

following  comments  on  the  Resource  Management  Plan  for  the 

Pinedale  aro.^ . 

I  feel  that  your  Preferred  Alternative  for  Off-Road  Vehicle 

Management  will  not  be  beneficial  to  the  3.rea.    As  a  motorcycle 

enthusiast  I  have  had  the  opportunity  to  enjoy  A  lot  of  this  area 

on  a  motorcycle.  I  have  not  in  all  of  my  riding  seen  any  places 

that  are    being  impacted  to  the  point  of  needing  A  limited  usage 

being  imposed,  e:;cept  in  areas  close  to  towns.  Limiting  ORV  users 

to  small  intensive  use  areas  will  create  the  v^r>  thing  vou  sre 

trying  to  address.  There  will  be  Severe  Qegngdation  of  that  area^ 

If  ORV  users  are  confined  to  A  small  ^re3    it  will  ultimately  loo^ 

lile  the  surface  of  the  moon.  Eventually  this  would  only  increase 

the  amount  of  negative  publicitv  that  ORV  users  get. 

Public  land  is  just  what  it  says  it  is.  Land  for  all  the 

public  to  enjoy.  If  anything  needs  to  be  done  in  regards  to  ORV 

use  it  would  be  a  matter  of  educating  both  ORV  users  and  non-ORV 

users.  We  generally  have  the  reputation  of  being  insane  idiots 

out  to  destroy  the  world.  Not  all  ORV  users  a^rs    lite  that.  Maybe 

to  some  it  i=  fun  to  see  how  big  of  a  trench  you  can  cut  up  the 

side  of  3  hill.  Ma,-be  this  is  where  an  intensive  use  ^re-a.    should 

be  created  with  some  kind  of  trad-  for  people  to  play  on,  but 

there  is  no  reason  to  confine  all  ORV  users  to  that  area. 

Under  your  Preferred  Alternative  the  majority  of  the  srea 

would  have  travel  limited  to  e^Msting  roads  and  trails  with  the 

evcept  ion  of  over — the-snow  vehicles.  The  problem  with  that  is 

there  are  no  e:-:isting  trails  designated  for  Motorcycle  or  ATV 

i.iz'^r=.,     not  to  mention  the  problem  of  t  eeping  people  on  the 

trails.  Since  reading  your  proposals  I  have  been  trying  to  tell 

ORV  users  what  the  proposals  .ire  and  what  the  effects  would  be. 

The  largest  response  I  have  received  is  one  of  "So  What,  they 

will  have  to  catch  me."  Once  again  restricting  people  to  one  or 

two  small  areas  will  create  law  breakers  out  of    innocent  people. 

When  talking  to  people  who  are  not  Motorcycle  or  ATV  users  they 

generally  feel  that  restricting  anything  with  wheels  is  a  good 

idea.  This  has  come  from  seeing  what  happens  in  an  intensive  use 

orea.     When  one  small  arsei    is  used  all  the  time  damage  is  done  and 

I  will  not  disagree  with  that.  However,  I  tat  e  e::ception  to  the 

idea  that  all  ORV  use  is  damaging  to  the  land.  I  have  u^ed  the 

land  and  respected  it  for  a  long  time  and  1  1- now  better. 

Spread  out  over    a  large  are^.    ORV  users  will  not  imp-sct  the 

land,  your  Alternative  A  calls  for  establishing  areas  for 

organired  groups  and  competetive  events  as  needed,  and  imposing 

restrictions  as  needed  for  protection  of    resources.  This  is 

totally  acceptable  and  1  connot  see  why  it  shouldn't  be 

acceptable  to  everyone.  I  am  asl ing  that  you  consider  using 

Alternative  A  in  regards  to  ORV  Management. 

Sincerely, 

y ENNETH  SMITH 

/C't^^*.^^  4-y^^<--^ 

6  0  jt  a  c  <.' 

/?0^//vrj  c^y   ^j^^   J 

Response  to  Letter  13 

The  ORV  designations  originally  identified  on 
Map  10  have  been  revised  (see  Map  10  of  this 
document)  and  we  have  established  224,850 
acres  (see  Table  14  of  this  document)  in  the  Des- 
ert and  Sand  Draw  areas,  which  will  be  open  to 
general  ORV  use.  This  was  done  after  reevalua- 
tion  of  theareaand  its  uses.  Determinations  indi- 
cate that  these  areas  can  support  open  and  rel- 
atively unrestricted  ORV  use.  We  do  not 
anticipate  any  substantial  increase  in  ORV  use 
to  occur  during  the  period  of  this  plan.  Current 
usage  is  not  causing  damage  to  watershed  or 
other  resources;  nor  are  conflicts  being  created 
with  other  uses. 

We  have  also  reevaluated  the  deer  and  antelope 
winter  range  closures  and  recommended  that 
restrictions  apply  to  these  areas  only  on  an  as 
needed  basis.  These  areas  would  be  closed  dur- 
ing severe  winters  or  when  other  resource  con- 
flicts occur  (e.g.,  significantly  increased  usage). 
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M»y   13,    1987 


American  ^Rfven 


M4y  19  1987 


PlQSdale   Resouro«  Area  Huia£«r 
Bxireau  of  Laod  HanageBent 
Kolyneui   Bld«.,    P.O.    Box  766 
PlDtfdale,    VT     62301 


Dear   Plnedale   Resource   Area  Manager: 

Aaarloan   Rivera   recently   Initiated   an  effort   to  evaluate  draft   Bureau  of 
Land   HanageBeDt(BLH)    plans   to   determine   bow  well   tbey   take   potential  Wild   and 
Soenlc   Rivers   into  consideration.      Ve   have   reviewed    the   Plnedale   Resource   Area 
Draft   Resource  HanageneDt   Plan   and   Environaental   lapact   StateBent(DRMP/EIS) , 
and   have    tbe   following  conmsnts   regarding   potential   Wild   and   Soenlc   Rivers. 

I.  THE  PIJfEDALE  RBSOORCE  A££A  DRAFT  RESOORCE  HAHAGEKEITT  PLAM/EHTIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  STATEHEHT  PAILS  TO  CONSIDER  POTENTIAL  KLD  AKD  SCENIC  RIVERS,  IN 
VIOUTIOH  OP  SECTION  5(D}   OP  THE   NATIONAL  WILD   AND   SCENIC   RIVERS  ACT. 

Section  5(d)    of   tbe  Wild   and   Soenlc   Rivera  Aot,    P.L.    No.    90-542,    16   D.S.C. 
requires   all    federal   agenoies   to   consider   potential   national    wild,    scenic,    and 
recreational   river  areas   in     *all   planning   for   tbe   use   and   development   of   water 
and   related   land   reaouroes.*      16   D.S.C.    Sec.    1276(d).      Tbe   planning 
responsibility   Imposed   by   this   section   requires    tbe  BLM  to   assess   tbe   values   of 
potential   Wild   and   Scenic   Rivers  on   BLM  lands  during   tbe   preparation   of 
resource   management   plans.      Tbe   BLH  planning  guidelines   recognize   tbe   BLH's 
responsibility   In   this   regard,    1601    -   Bureau  Planning  System:      'The   Bureau 
Planning  System  applies   to  all   BLH  administered   public   land.      This    Includes   any 
public  land  areas  subject  to  acts  of  Congress  speoifloally  designating  lands 
for  particular  uses  such  as  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Aot...*;    1623  - 
Supplemental   Program  Guidance   for   Land   Resources:      '...Identify   areas   which  may 
warrant   recognition   as   National   Wild   and   Scenic   Rivers...*. 

Tbe  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  establisbes  only  two  requirements  for 
rivers  to  be  eligible  for  Inclusion  in  the  national  rivers  system:    1)   tbe  river 
must  be  'free-flowing;*  and  2)   tbe  river  must  contain  one  or  more 
'outstandingly  remarkable*  value,   Including  soenlc,   recreation,   geologic,   flsb, 
wildlife,    historic,    cultural,    or   other   similar  values.      16   U.S.C.    sections 
1271,    and   1273(b).      Rivers   which   meet    these   threshold   requirements   are   eligible 
for  consideration  as  potential  additions  to  the  national   rivers  system. 

The   Nationwide   Rivers   Inventory   (NRI),    begun   by   tbe  Department   of  the 
Interior's   Beritage   Conservation   and    Recreation  Service   and   completed   and 
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Please  refer  to  Response  7-1. 
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published   by   tbe  National   Park  Service   in    1962,    establishes  a  comprehensive 
Initial    listing   of    rivers   which   are  both   free-flowing  and   exhibit    the   requisite 
one  or   more  outstandingly   remarkable   value.      NRI    listed    rivers   are   thus 
presumptively  eligible   for   further  consideration  as   potential   wild   and   scenic 
rivers.      It   should   be   noted    that    in   cases  where   tbe  BLH  has   responsibility   for 
an   insignificant   portion  of   the   lands  along   an   NRI   river,    the   BLH   is 
responsible   for   coordinating   the   river  study  with   another  group  or   agency 
identified  as   the    lead   agency   for   the  river. 

In   the  Plnedale   Resource   Area   there  are   two   NRI   listed   river  segments 
lying   partially  on   BLH  lands:    tbe  upper  Green   River   from  Warren   Bridge   to   its 
source    in    tbe  Wind    River   Range;    and   Fontenelle   Creek    from  Fontenelle   Reservoir 
to   its   source    in   tbe   Salt   River   Range.      The  NRI   found   both   rivers   to   have 
numerous   outstandingly   reiDarkable   values   Including   scenic,    fish,    wildlife  and 
historic   values.      Fontenelle   Creek   was   further  described,    "Parallels,    then  cuts 
through   Absaroka   Ridge    to   V-shaped    valley   and    through   impressive    1,500'    cut   at 
Fontennelle   Gap;    good   fish  habitat;    critical   elk,   mule  deer,   and   moose   habitat; 
Fontenelle   Crossing   of   Oregon  Trail.'     The  NRI   elaborated   on   tbe  Green   River 
section,    'Highly  scenic;    portions   floatable;    nationally   Important    trout 
fishery,   including  native  cutthroat  trout  fishery  and  Kendall  dace,  a   federally 
listed   endangered   species;    historic    sites    include  Opper   Green   River  Tie  Drive." 

Tbe  NRI   was   esUbllshed   as   an   initial    listing   of  eligible   rivers    to   be 
used  as  a   starting  point   for   the   study   of   potential   additions   to   the   national 
rivers  system;   it   is  extremely  Important  that  additional  rivers  which  meet   the 
statutory  criteria   for   eligibility  be   Identified   and   studied   In   the   BLH's 
Resource  Management  plans.     Other  agencies  have  typically  used  several  means 
for   the   identification   of  additional   river  segments,    including:    1)   rivers   of 
high  public   Interest;    2)  rivers  with  a  legislative  history;   3)  rivers 
identified   by  state  or   local  agencies  as   important/significant;    4)   other   rivers 
which   in    the  professional   Judgement   of    the  BLH  planners  warrent   further  study. 

The  study  process  as  outlined  in  tbe  DSDA/OSDI  Interagency  Guidelines  for 
the  evaluation  of  potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers  is  made  up  of  three  separate 
parts: 

1)   ELIGIBILin   -  eligibility   determinations   should   be   made   for  all   rivers   and 
river   segments   Identified    for   further   study.      These  eligibility  determinations 
should    be  made   according   to   the  statutory   requisite   qualities   stipulated   in   tbe 
Act    (free-flowing,   and   containing   one  or  more  outstandingly   remarkable   value}. 
It    is   extremely   important    that   proper   segmentation   of  study   rivers   is   made   in 
tbe   evaluation   of   eligibility.      The   presence  of  disqualifying   factors   on   one 
stretch   of  river  does  not   make   the  entire   river   ineligible.      An   eligible   river 
segment   can   be   very   short,   a   four  mile   segment   of   the  Horsepasture   River   in 
North   Carolina,    for   example,   was   recently  added   to   tbe  national   rivers   system. 
The  USDA/DSDI   Guidelines   clearly   state   that   a   river  segment   is   of   sufficient 
length   If,    when   managed   as  a  wild,    scenic,    or   recreational   river  area,    the 
outstandingly  remarkable  value(s)  are  protected.     In  addition,  eligible 


91 


14 


segments  of  a  river  may  be  separated  by  a  atretch  of  river  found  to  be 
Ineligible.      Likewise,   tbere  Is  oo  specific  alolnuin  flow  requlreneDt  for 
eligibility.     The  Guidelines  state  that  flows  are  sufficient  If  tbey  suatalo  or 
coapleaeot   tbe  outstaodlogly  renarkable  value(s}  for  which   the  river  would  be 
designated.     Thus,   "outstandlogly  remarkable*  scenic,   botanic,  wildlife, 
wilderness,  geologic,  historic,  and  other  resource  values  my  all  exist  within 
a  river  corridor  regardless  of  streaa  flow  levels. 

2)  CLASSIFICATIOH   -  all   segments   found   to  meet   the  eligibility  criteria   for 
potential   iooluslon  in  the  national  systea  should  be  classified  according  to 
the  OSDA/DSDI   Guidelines  as   potential   Wild,    Sconlo,    or  Recreational   Rivers. 
Tbe  potential  classification  of  a  river  segment  la   important  because,  once 
found   eligible,    tbe   BIM  must   provide   interim  protectioo   for   eligible   segments 
up   to   the   level   of   their  potential   classification.      Here  again,    segmentation  of 
the  eligible   rivers   Is   pertinent- 

3)  SPITABILITT     -  a  river's  suitability  for  inclusion  involves  a  recommendation 
by  the  BLH  regarding   the  proposed   future  of  eligible  and  classified  river 
segments.      A  segment  may  be  recommended  for  inclusion  in  the  national  systea, 
or  BBy  be   recommended   for  other  uses  which  provide  more  appropriate  protections 
for  the  river  and  its  surroundings.     Factors  such  as  land  ownership, 
appropriation  costs,   etc.   can  effect  tbia  decialon. 

In   tbe   Plnedale   Resource   Area   RHP/pEIS  we   reccamend   that   potentially 
eligible  rivers  be  evaluated  and   that  interim  protection  of  eligible  rivers, 
and  the  management  of  aultable  rivera,   be  reflected  by  the  creation  of  a  Wild 
and   Scenic    Rivera   aanagement   unit   or   zone   in    the  alternatives   and   mnagement 
preaorlptlona.      Tbe  language  of  the  protection  should  reflect  tbe  apecifio 
protectiona   outlined    in    tbe  OSDA/USDI   guidelines   regarding   timber  harvea't, 
water  diversions  and  dama,  mineral  eztraotlon,   atreamside  development,   visual 
quality  objectives,   etc.   for  each  of  the  different  river  classifications  — 
wild,   acenlc,   or   recreational. 


Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  participate  In  tbe  planning  proaeas  for 
Plnedale  Reaource  Area.  Please  contact  me  if  we  can  be  of  any  aaslstanoe 
answer  any  questions. 


Sincerely, 

Kevin   J.  "Ciyle      Q 

Director  of  River  Protection 


UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

FISH  AND  WII_DLIFE  SERVICE 


FVC-61411 
RICHe7A:PIf£0ALE 


r^morandum 


To:       Team  Leader,  Pinedale  »*,;  BLM;  P.O.  Box  1669;  flock  Springs, 
Wyoming  62902-1869 

From:     Acting  State  Supervisor,  USFWS,  Cheyenne,  WV  ( FVE/ES-61411 ) 

Subject:   Rev-ien  of  the  Pinedale  Resource  Management  Plan/Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 

Me  have  reviened  the  subject  statement,  and  the  foUoHing  constitutes 
the  cofiments  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS). 

GENERAL 

We  found  that  the  DEIS  identified  most  issues  and  offered  management 
options  under  at  least  one  of  the  proposed  alternatives  that  would 
benefit  fish  and  Hildlife  resources.   With  this  in  mind,  we  do  not  have 
a   unanimous  preference  for  any  one  of  the  alternatives  as  presented  in 
the  OEIS.   We  suggest  that  the  best  approach  would  be  dovetailing  the 
better  management  features  into  the  preferred  alternative,  rather  than 
limit  the  choice  to  the  four  alternatives  included  in  the  DEIS. 
Therefore,  we  recommend  that  the  final  EIS  preferred  alternative  be  a 
Synthesis  of  the  best  features  of  all  four  alternatives. 

Surface  disturbance  restitution  is  important  to  managing  the  irrpacts  of 
oil  and  gas  development  on  the  area's  extensive  and  important  big  game 
herds  and  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats,  especially  habitat  of  the 
"sensitive"  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout.   We  acknowledge  the 
importance  of  the  area's  gas  and  oil  reserves  but  strongly  encourage 
that  these  resources  should  be  developed  in  a  manner  that  does  not 
diminish  or  conpromise  equally  important  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 
Properly  designed  and  executed  surface-disturbance  restrictions  will  be 
essential  in  order  to  mitigate  oil  and  gas  impacts  to  elk,  mule  deer, 
moose,  antelope,  sage  grouse,  and  fishery  resources  within  the  Pinedale 
Resource  Area  (RA). 

The  miniffum,  wildlife  management  objectives  should  be  to  maintain 
wildlife  population  levels  established  within  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish 
Department  (tCFOl  strategic  plan.   Significant,  wildlife  population 
increases  can  often  be  achieved  by  making  minor  adjustments  in  the 
grazing,  oil  and  gas.  and  timber  programs. 


Response  to  Letter  15 

1 5-1  The  preferred  alternative  evolved  as  a  com- 
bination of  the  other  three  alternatives.  While 
a  combination  of  beneficial  activities  for  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  from  all  alternatives 
may  be  in  the  best  interest  of  wildlife  advo- 
cates, it  would  not  provide  what  BLM  consid- 
ers the  best  multiple  use  management  for  the 
area. 

15-2  Surface  disturbance  restrictions  which 
should  adequately  mitigate  impacts  to  fish 
and  wildlife  are  prescribed  in  the  RMP. 
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The  current  livestock  grazing  program  should  be  thoroughly  examined  and 
consideration  given  to  reallocating  forage  animal  unit  months  (AUMs)  to 
Hildlife  in  areas  nith  high  fish  and  Mildlife  values.   We  also  encourage 
the  removal  of  wild  horses  from  areas  i^ere  conflicts  occur  with 
wildlife,  especially  on  crucial,  big  game  winter  range. 

The  forest  resourc 
the  value  of  avail 
cover,  crucial  winti 
functions  which  far 
addition  to  direct 
can  reduce  the  suit, 
human  disturbance. 
di  sturbance.   Since 
avai lab1e  to  satis' 
strongly  recommend 
small  forest  holdii 
maintain  natershed 


s  of  the  RA  are  limited  in  acreage.   In  many  cases, 
ble  timber  provides  big  game  thermal  and  hiding 
r  range,  parturition  areas,  and  soil-binding 
outweigh  any  ccmnercial ,  forest-harvest  benefits.  In 
emoval  of  timber,  roads  built  to  harvest  the  timber 
ibility  of  nearby  habitat  wildlife  through  increased 
Elk  are  particularly  susceptible  to  this  kind  of 
the  adjacent  Forest  Service  lands  have  enough  timber 
y  legitimate  local  demands  for  these  conmodities,  we 
that  the  timber  harvest  be  deferred  in  many  of  these 
gs  to  maintain  their  habitat  value  for  wildlife  and 
values  in  the  drainage. 

Off^road  vehicle  (ORV)  management  is  important  to  wildlife  resources 
both  from  direct  habitat  ifn)acts  and  disturbance  to  wildlife.   We 
encourage  some  restriction  on  ORV  use  to  alleviate  these  impacts.   The 
amcxjnt  of  roads  available  for  public  use  should  strike  a  balance  between 
a  reasonable  opportunity  for  general  public  access  within  the  HA  and 
protection  of  fish,  wildlife,  and  watershed  values. 

We  have  concerns  about  your  agency's  plan  to  possibly  dispose  of  more 
than  9,000  acres  of  public  lands  within  the  RA.   Scattered  parcels  of 
public  land  can  provide  sanctuaries  for  wildlife  in  areas  where  private 
lands  have  been  altered  or  severely  impacted.   Disposal  of  public  lands 
may  also  severely  impact  the  opportunity  for  outdoor  recreation,  such  as 
hunting  and  fishing.   Scattered  land  parcels  may  seem  to  be  difficult  to 
manage;  however,  a  policy  of  letting  many  of  these  parcels  remain 
natural  or  revert  to  natural  conditions  may  require  minimal  BLM 
management.   Please  keep  this  office  informed  of  plans  to  dispose  of,  or 
exchange,  any  of  the  lands  in  question. 

Alternative  C  is  the  most  environmentally  acceptable  alternative  but  is 
presented  in  such  a  way  as  to  appear  unrealistic  and  unpalatable  to 
other  resource  users.   There  are  many  excellent  facets  of  alternative  C 
that  should  be  incorporated  into  the  chosen  alternative.   Limiting  these 
facets  exclusively  to  an  alternative  that  obviously  will  not  be  chosen 
("C")  would  be  unfortunate,  since  many  of  its  options  would 
significantly  benefit  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

Alternative  6,  the  "use  natural  resource"  option,  is  the  least  desirable 
of  the  four  alternatives,  from  the  fish  and  wildlife  perspective, 
because  of  excessive  utilization  of  natural  resources.   For  this  reason, 
we  recommend  that  alternative  B  not  be  selected. 
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Alternative  A.  or  "status  quo"  option,  is  not  preferred  because  there 
are  numerous  opportunities  for  the  proposed  RMP  to  implement 
improvements  for  wildlife  over  the  current  management.   As  with  the 
other  alternatives,  there  are  portions  of  both  that  can  and  should  be 
incorporated  into  the  chosen  alternative. 

Alternative  C  had  the  greatest  number  of  favorable  management  actions, 
followed  by  the  preferred  alternative.   The  preferred  alternative 
contains  a  number  of  improvements  over  the  existing  management  but  could 
be  improved  upon,  from  our  perspective,  by  including  portions  of  the 
other  alternatives.   Our  preference  for  the  ideal  alternative  is  shown 
in  attachment  A.   We  have  circled  the  management  actions  in  the  DEIS's 
table  1  that  we  recommend  be  incorporated  into  the  preferred 
alternative. 

SPECIFIC  COttCNTS 


Page  46.  second  column,  paragraph  3:   We  cone 
on  the  Scab  Creek  area. 


ith  the  lease  clo 


Page  54,  paragraph  2:   Noxious  weed  and  predator  control  should  be  done 
7  as  a  last  resort  and  only  after  close  coordination  with  the  W3F0.  in 
lorder  to  protect  nontarget  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

Page  56.  access  management:  We  conmend  BLM's  efforts  in  addressing  the 
problem  of  legal  access  to  124,000  acres  of  land  in  the  RA.  Obtaining 
legal  access  to  BLM  lands  should  be  a  very  high  priority  from  a  public- 
use  and  management  opportunity  standpoint. 

Page  169^  minerals,  paragraph  3:   WGFD  and  USFWS  should  be  consulted  for 
put  within  the  restrictions  on  the  Beaver  Creek  drainage  to  protect 
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the  sensitive  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout. 
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Impacts  to  big  game  wint 
under  the  preferred  alternative. 


range  would  be 
Seasonal-activity 


restrictions  are  a  step  in  the  right  direction,  but  this  alternative 
will  require  a  great  deal  of  cooperation  between  BLM  and  the  WGFD  to 
minimize  these  impacts.   We  also  recommend  that  protection  measures  for 
wildlife  listed  under  alternative  C  for  minerals  be  incorporated  into 
this  alternative,  if  selected. 

Page  193.  vegetation  manipulation:  Vegetation  manipulation  needs  to  be 
coordinated  closely  with  WGFD  and  should  only  be  conducted  in  areas  that 
do  not  have  wildlife  conflicts. 

Page  193.  livestock  grazing  management,  paragraph  3:   WGFD  should  be  an 


integral  player  in  the  development  of  the  allotment  management  plans. 

Page  193.  wild  horse  management:   We  concur  with  the  removal  of  wild 
horses  on  crucial  winter  range. 


15-3  The  allotment  categorization  process  con- 
sisted of  a  thorough  examination  of  the  graz- 
ing program  and  took  into  consideration  the 
forage  needs  on  allotments.  Specific  wildlife 
prescriptions  will  be  considered  along  with 
the  development  of  grazing  systems  in 
accordance  with  the  RMP  objectives  during 
the  development  of  site  specific  activity 
plans. 

15-4  Regardless  of  the  number  of  acres  asso- 
ciated with  a  given  resource,  the  Bureau  is 
mandated  through  the  Federal  Land  Policy 
and  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  to  manage 
the  lands  under  its  jurisdiction  for 
multiple-use  and  sustained  yield.  To  that 
extent,  the  four  alternatives  analyzed  provide 
varying  levels  of  resource  allocations,  and  all 
provide  for  the  multiple  use  of  public  lands. 
Prior  to  implementation  of  timber  sales,  the 
affect  to  wildlife  habitat  and  other  resources 
will  be  addressed  and  analyzed  under  the 
NEPA  process  through  an  environmental 
analysis  which  will  involve  the  Wyoming 
Game  and  Fish  Department.  Proposed 
actions  must  conform  to  objectives  estab- 
lished in  the  RMP. 

1 5-5  The  ORV  designations  proposed  in  the  pre- 
ferred alternative  were  established  with  wild- 
life as  one  of  the  primary  concerns.  The  need 
to  limit  ORV  activity  in  important  wildlife  and 
watershed  areas  was  an  issue  identified  early 
in  the  planning  effort. 

15-6  Lands  which  are  serving  a  public  interest 
will  be  retained  in  federal  ownership  ortrans- 
ferred  to  a  state  agency  when  the  lands  can 
be  better  managed  under  their  primacy.  It  is 
not  the  Bureau's  intent  to  dispose  of  small 
scattered  parcels  when  such  an  action  would 
severely  impact  wildlife  sanctuaries  or  the 
public's  opportunity  to  enjoy  public 
resources.  The  BLM  will  evaluate  possible 
impacts  to  wildlife  during  the  environmental 
analysis  prepared  for  any  disposal  action, 
and  coordinate  wildlife  concerns  with  theap- 
propriate  state  and  federal  agencies. 

15-7  Noxious  weed  and  predator  control  will  be 
coordinated  with  the  WGFD  where  non- 
target  fish  and  wildlife  may  be  affected. 

15-8  This  RMP  and  the  ACEC  management  plan 
are  examples  of  consultation  with  the  WGFD 
and  USFWS  for  management  input  on  the 
Beaver  Greek  drainage  to  protect  the  sensi- 
tive Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout.  BLM  wel- 
comes input  at  any  time,  particularly  for  sug- 
gestions on  improving  wildlife  management 
activities  on  public  lands. 
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Team  Leader/BLM-Pinedale,  WV  5/29/87  Page  4 

Page  193.  forest  manaqement:   WGFD  should  have  a  voice  in  timber 
management  plans.   The  value  of  timber  on  BLM  lands  for  nildlife  can  far 
outweigh  any  benefits  from  forest  products  production.   The  "intensive 
mitigation"  required  to  reduce  impacts  on  elk  from  this  program 
questions  the  Hi sdom  of  pursuing  the  proposed  forest  management  plan  on 
the  four  management  units. 

Page  194.  ORV  activity,  paragraph  2:   BLM  should  coordinate  closely  nith 
WGFD  pertaining  to  ORV  activity  on  big  game  winter  range. 

Page  197.  off-road  vehicles:   Me  commend  BLM  for  proposing  the  closure 
of   an  additional  137,600  acres  to  ORV  use  during  the  tinte  of  winter  use 
by  big  game. 

reation.  paragraph  11:   Alloting  riparian  lands  to  wildlife 
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and  watershed  is  a  wise  action  and  should  provide  many  benefits  to 
wildlife,  recreation,  water  quality,  and  aesthetics  of  the  area. 

Page  227.  minerals:   We  are  concerned  that  the  "no  lease"  provision  on 
the  Rock  Ci-eett  area  of  critical  environmental  concern  (ACEC)  makes 
alternative  C  unacceptable  or  appears  "unreasonable."   This  is 
unfortunate  because  most  of  the  remaining  provisions  are  reasonable  and 
represent  the  best  management  proposals  for  this  important  area. 

Page  229^  vegetation  manipulation:   Me  concur  with  the  "benefit 
wildlife"  requirement  for  selecting  an  area's  vegetation  treatment  and 
the  allocation  of  long-term  forage  increase  for  wildlife  as  a  first 
priority.   These  provisions  should  be  incorporated  into  the  alternative 
selection. 

Page  229.  livestock  grazing:   Me  concur  with  these  measures  as  they 
would  increase  habitat  quality  for  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout,  big 
game,  sage  grouse,  nongame  wildlife  species,  and  riparian  habitat.   They 
should  also  be  incorporated  into  the  selected  alternative. 

Page  230>  livestock  grazing:   Maintaining  wild  horses  should  not  be  at 
the  expense  of  other  resources,  such  as  wildlife.   Me  prefer  reducing 
w^ld  horse  populations  in  the  RA  in  order  to  reduce  horse  impacts  on 
area  wildlife. 
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Page  232. 


estry:   Tree  mortality  is  inevitable.   Presenti 


vested 
tree  mortality  as  superior  to  natural  mortality  is  misleading.  Trees  of 
different  age  classes  and  health,  from  a  wildlife  habitat  perspective, 
are  superior  to  a  tree-farm  approach.  Nevertheless,  this  is  the  best 
forestry  plan  of  the  alternatives. 

Page  233.   off-road  vehi<;1es:      This  plan  would  provide  the  best 


protection  to  fish,  wildlife,  and  watersheds  of  the  proposed 
alternatives  and  should  be  incorporated  into  the  selected  alternati 
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Page  235,  lands;   Me  concur  with  the  rights-of-way  avoidance  area  and 
wildlife  protection  stipulations  of  this  section,  and  it  should 
seriously  be  considered  for  incorporation  into  the  selected  alternative. 
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alternat 
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alternat 
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presents  a  number  of  management  actions  in  the  range  of 
ves  that  would  be  an  improvement  over  the  status  quo.   The  best 
ve  from  our  perspective  is  C,  followed  by  the  preferred 
ve.  A  and  B,  in  order  of  preference.   Me  submit  that  the  best 
ve  is  a  blend  of  features  from  the  various  alternatives 
d  in  the  EIS  (refer  to  attachment).   The  traditional  extractive 
f  the  RA  need  to  be  objectively  examined  in  relation  to  other 
This  RMP  presents  an  opportunity  to  reallocate  uses  of  the  RA 
more  equitably  among  the  public.   We  encourage  8LM  to  implement  fish  and 

Idlife  management  actions  by  providing  both  management  direction  and 
adequate  staffing  and  funding. 

Our  Helena  Endangered  Species  office  provided  comments  on  the  BMP  in  a 
letter  to  the  BLM  State  Director,  dated  April  10,  1987.  Their  comments 
should  be  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS. 

If    you   have   any   questions,    I    can   be  reached   at   FTS:    328-2374   or    (307) 
772-2374. 


(mMu^         (M^-^^*-i^- 


Attachment  (1) 


Assistant  Regional    Director,   USFWS,   Denver,   CO    (FME-60120) 
Acting   State   Supervisor,   USFWS,   Billings,   MT    (FV£-61410) 
Acting  Field   Supervisor,   USFMS,    Helena,   MT    (Ft£-61130) 
Director.   l4iFD.    Cheyenne,   WY 
ES/BEC  Mashmgton,    D.C. 


15-9  Cooperation  between  BLM  and  WGFD  is 
ongoing  to  minimize  impacts  to  big  game 
winter  range.  Protection  measures  for  wild- 
life from  Alternative  C  were  considered  but 
not  selected  when  analysis  indicated  that 
less  stringent  measures  would  afford  proper 
protection  to  wildlife  resources  and  meet 
wildlife  objectives. 

15-10  Vegetation  manipulation  and  allotment 
management  plans  will  be  closely  coordi- 
nated with  the  WGFD.  Brush  control  will,  at 
times,  be  conducted  in  areas  that  have  live- 
stock and  wildlife  conflicts  and  may  be 
employed  to  help  resolve  these  conflicts. 

15-11  All  segments  of  the  public,  including  the 
Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department,  have 
opportunities  to  review  the  Bureau's 
resource  management  activities,  which 
would  include  timber  management  activi- 
ties. Input  is  sought  at  various  levels  in  the 
planning  and  project  implementation  pro- 
cesses. Specifically,  input  is  sought  for 
RMPs,  resource  specific  activity  plans,  and 
individual  project  environmental  analysis. 
Therefore,  timber  sales  and  ORV  activity  on 
big  game  winter  ranges  will  be  coordinated 
with  the  WGFD. 

As  stated  in  Response  15-4,  the  Bureau  is 
mandated  through  FLPMA  to  manage  the 
public  lands  under  its  jurisdiction  for  multi- 
ple use.  One  of  the  uses  specifically 
addressed  in  FLPMA  is  forest  management/ 
timber  harvesting.  In  an  attempt  to  achieve 
an  equitable  resource  balance,  the  Bureau 
developed  the  four  alternatives  analyzed  in 
the  Pinedale  RMP. 

The  mitigation  applied  to  the  forest  manage- 
ment program  contains  many  of  the  same 
mitigations  applied  to  other  surface  disturb- 
ing activities  throughout  the  western  United 
States.  The  level  of  mitigation  proposed  is 
intended  as  a  tool  to  balance  resource  uses 
over  and  above  the  specific  allocation  made 
in  the  four  alternatives. 

15-12  We  do  not  think  that  the  "no  lease"  provi- 
sion in  the  Rock  Creek  ACEC  makes  Alterna- 
tive C  unreasonable.  Current  management 
for  the  area  is  "no  lease"  based  upon  pre- 
vious planning  decisions.  Under  Alternative 
C,  the  current  decisions,  which  have  been 
implemented  since.  1982,  would  continue. 

The  "no  lease"  provision  in  the  Rock  Creek 
ACEC  under  Alternative  C  provides  for  the 
wildlife  protection  determined  to  be  neces- 
sary in  conformance  with  the  ACEC  objec- 
tives. Portions  of  the  substantial  natural  gas 
reserves  that  appear  to  exist  beneath  the 
ACEC  can  and  will  be  drained  by  existing 
wells  in  the  Graphite  Federal  Oil  and  Gas 
Unit  to  the  east. 
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15-13  As  you  stated,  tree  mortality  is  inevitable; 
however,  it  is  BLM  policy  that  "forest  lands 
and  their  resources  are  protected  from  fire, 
insects,  disease,  and  trespass."  This,  in 
essence,  means  maintaining  as  low  a  mor- 
tality level  as  is  practical. 

The  intent  of  the  forestry  related  impact  dis- 
cussion on  page  222  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  is 
to  show  that  under  Alternative  C  a  higher 
level  of  tree  mortality  can  be  expected  and 
that  such  losses  have  inherent  economic 
values.  It  does  not  infer  that  timber  harvest- 
ing is  unilaterally  preferred  to  natural  mortal- 
ity. As  you  stated,  some  mortality  is  inevita- 
ble and  regardless  of  the  management  level 
selected  will  occur.  The  Bureau  intent  is  to 
minimize  the  losses  (refer  to  policy  above) 
within  the  constraints  of  the  alternative  or 
management  level  selected. 

The  timber  harvesting  proposed  in  the  Pine- 
dale  RMP  will  not  result  in  a  uniform  single 
age  stand  of  constant  health.  Based  on  the 
projected  harvest  level  for  the  various  alter- 
natives and  the  acreages  available  for  forest 
management  (timber  harvesting),  it  will  take 
between  80  (Alternative  B)  and  207  (Alterna- 
tive C)  years  before  the  available  forest  acre- 
age will  have  been  the  equivalent  of  clearcut 
harvested  one  time.  Under  the  preferred  al- 
ternative it  will  take  an  estimated  167  years, 
which  means  a  variety  of  age  structures  will 
be  maintained  in  the  resource  area.  How- 
ever, such  age  structure  will  not  occur  within 
each  stand.  In  addition,  a  variety  of  partial 
cut  harvest  scenarios  can  be  utilized  to  main- 
tain or  foster  within-stand  diversity,  where 
stand  conditions  and  wildlife  habitat  require- 
ment warrant. 

15-14  The  primary  difference  between  the  ORV 
prescriptions  discussed  in  Alternative  C  on 
page  233  and  those  presented  in  the  pre- 
ferred alternative  is  that  in  Alternative  C  addi- 
tional deer  and  antelope  ranges  would  be 
closed  to  ORV  use  during  the  winter.  How- 
ever, these  areas  currently  receive  very  little 
ORV  use  and  a  seasonal  closure  was  deter- 
mined not  to  be  necessary  at  this  time.  Refer 
to  changes  in  text  for  the  Proposed  Plan. 

15-15  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 
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Team  Leader 

Pinedale  RHP 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  1869 

Rock   Springs,   WY     82902-1869 

Dear  Sir: 

Enclosed   are   the   comments   of   the  Wyoming  Farm  Bureau   Federation   on  the  Pinedale 
Resource  Management   Plan's  Draft  Environmental    Impact   Statement.     After 
reviewing   this   document   we   feel    the   best   course   of   action,   would  be   to   rewrite 
it,  considering  the  comments  and  suggestions  which  we  have  made,  and   resubmit 
the  document    for  another   public   comment    period.     Unfortunately  this   appears   to 
be  the  only  way  the  6LM  can  address  the  problems  and  questions  which  are  raised. 

Sincerely, 


^Tf^'V   -//^ 


Ken  Hami  Hon 

Research  and  Field  Assistant 


PO   Box  1348 


Laramie,  Wvoming  82070 


Phone   (307)   745-4835 


Response  to  Letter  16 


Wyoming  Farm  Bureau   Federation  Comments 

Pinedale  Resource  Management   Plan  Draft   Environmental    Impact   Statement 


ome   disturbing   problems   arise   in   the  Pinedale  Resource   plan  which   need   to   be 
addressed   before  the   final    plan   can   be   implemented. 
The    first    problem  with   this  DEIS   is    its   treatment   of   livestock   in   comparison 

dlife  and   recreation.     The  OEIS  has  a  definite  pro  recreation,  wildlife 
slant   without    any   corresponding   representation    from  the   agricultural    sector.      In 
the  Preferred  Alternative  the  BLM  continually   suggests   that    livestock   management 
be  altered  or  changed   (no  specifics  are  given)  to  benefit  wildlife.     Page  U  of 
the   draft   plan   the  Preferred  Alternative   suggests,    "minimize  competition    for 
forage   by   restricting  seasons   of    livestock   use   and   areas   of   use"    (emphasis 
added).     On   the   same  page    it    states,   "The  AUH's    in   riparian   areas   would   be   allo- 
cated to  wildlife  and  watershed  uses".     Still   on  the  same  page  we  find  that   all 
developed  and  semi -developed  recreation  sites  would  be  closed  to  livestock 
grazing.     This   theme   is   carried   on  throughout   the   entire  document. 

Another  serious  problem  which  the  document  planners  do  not   address   is  the 
pparent   diminuation   of    livestock   usage   on  the  BLM  lands.      This   questions    raises 
its   head  when   the  document    planners   state  that    "long-term  forage   increases 
esulting   from   vegetation   manipulation  would   be   allocated   to  wildlife,   watershed, 
nd    livestock,    respectively...."    (Draft   page   72).      Initially   this   would   sound 
good  to  a  livestock  operator  until   Appendix  0-9  is  examined.     According  to  the 
BLM  some   107,000  AUH's   of    livestock   grazing   are   allocated   on   the  Pinedale 
Kesource  Management    area  yet   of   those   107,000  AUH's   of    livestock   grazing   some   28 
percent    or   over    a  quarter   ^r^   not   being   used,   based   on   the   five  year   average   use 
figures   also   found   in  Appendix   D-9.     Uhy   this   has   occurred    is   not    explained. 
How   the   additional    AUM's    are   to   be   used   by  the   livestock   industry   is   not 
explained. 


16-1  Livestock  grazing,  wildlife  habitat,  and  rec- 
reation can  be  managed  compatibly.  This 
RMPattemptstoset  broad  parameters  to  pro- 
vide guidance  for  specific  activity  plans  to 
resolve  existing  conflicts  and  allow  for  com- 
patibility of  future  multiple  uses.  Two  areas 
of  obvious  conflict  lie  in  cattle  grazing  in  rec- 
reation sites  and  crucial  wildlife  habitat.  One 
purpose  of  the  RMP  is  to  establish  the 
parameters  for  resolution  of  such  conflicts  in 
accordance  with  FLPMA,  NEPA,  and  BLM 
regulations,  and  in  response  to  the  NRDC 
lawsuit  pertaining  to  grazing.  The  allocation 
of  riparian  forage  on  unallotted  public  lands 
will  be  evaluated  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 
The  text  has  been  changed  to  clarify  this 
issue. 

16-2  Not  utilizing  the  total  allocated  forage 
(over  the  last  5-year  period)  is  largely  a  result 
of  the  livestock  and  ranching  economics. 
Any  newforage  made  available  through  vege- 
tation manipulationswill  beallocatedtoqual- 
ified  applicants  for  livestock  grazing  use  con- 
sistent with  multiple  use  objectives  identified 
in  the  RMP/EIS. 
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issues    are  not    explained    in  the  DEIS  which  make   analysis   of   the  document 
difficult.     It    is  difficult   to  make  worthwhile  observations  on  the  impact 
of    this   document    on  the  agricultural    producer  should   it   be   implemented. 

Following  are  questions  and  comments  which  need  to  be  addressed  before  any 
further   action    is   taken  on   the  OEIS. 

Table   3,    page  47    -   Restrictions   For   Surface-Disturbance  Activities    in  Cru- 
cial   Uildlife  Habitats,     What    is   considered   a   surface-disturbance   activity? 
This   needs   to   be   defined   in   light   of   the   broad   discretionary   powers   outlined    in 
Appendix  C-1. 

The  document  needs  to  further  address  the  issue  of  how  vegetation  manipula- 
tion will  be  affected  if  it  is  determined  that  it  falls  under  the  surface- 
disturbance   criteria. 

Also  what    types   of  mitigation  would   be  expected   in  these   situations?     Who  would 
pay   this   mitigation?     Who  would   receive   the  mitigation? 

Page   61    -  Natural    History   and   Paleontological   Resources   Management 

How  will    the   paleontological    and   natural    history   resource   values   be   protected 
when   or    if   these   areas   are   identified?     Will    mitigation  to   other   resource   users 
be   considered   as   a   result    of   finding  a   paleontological    or  natural    history 
resource?       Who  will    pay   the  mitigation    in  either  case?     What   criteria   will    be 
used   to   identify   these   values? 
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Page   e 


age   52    -  Wildlife   habitat   management 

What  does  the  statement,  "actions  which  would  degrade  species   habitat  to  a  point 
of   jeopardizing   the   continued   existence   of   a   species   would   not    be   allowed", 
mean?     will    prairie  dog  control    be   allowed''     Will    use   of   predator   control 
devices   be   allowed  to   continue?     Will    or   have   the   national    recovery   plans   which 
the  area  is  going  to  be  managed  for  been  available  for  public  conrtent?     How  will 
these  areas  be  managed?     Will    a  plan  or  an  EIS  be  available   for  public  coiranent 
before   reintroduction  of  T&E  species?     What   is  the   "East  Front   Aquatic  Habitat 
Management   Plan"?     Has    this   plan   been   open   for   comment? 
Page  54  -  Livestock  grazing  management 

The   paragraph   under  objective   states,    "The   objective   of    livestock    grazing   man- 
agement  would   be   to   provide   for    livestock   grazing   use   on   public    land   while   con- 
sidering other   land  and   resource  uses".     The  objective  under  recreation 
management   is  to  provide  for  continued  use;  the  objective  for  natural   history 
and  paleontological    resource  management   is  to  protect  these  values;  the  objec- 
tive  for  wildlife   habitat   management    is   to  continue  to  provide  habitat    for 
wildlife   species,     why   was   livestock   the   only   user   of   those  mentioned  which 
"considers   other    land   and   resource   uses"? 

Page   289   -  Appendix  D-2 

Under    item  number   3  on   the   objectives   for   "I"   allotments,   how  will    seasons   of 
use   or   stocking    rates   be   adjusted   for   species   other   than    livestock?     Number  4 
of   the   same  objective   suggests   a   "key"   management    species    for   each   key   area   will 
be  identified.     What  criteria  will   used  to  identify  this   "key"  species?     The 
same  question  can  be  asked  for  item  number  4  under   "H"  and   "C"  allotments,   page 
289. 


16-3  Surface  disturbance  refers  to  any  action 
that  would  cause  soil  mixing  or  results  in 
alteration  or  removal  of  soil  or  vegetation 
and  exposes  the  mineral  soil  to  erosive  pro- 
cesses. This  does  not  apply  to  livestock 
grazing  and  wildlife  forage  utilization. 

Surface  occupancy  is  physical  presence  that 
may  include  people,  equipment,  structures, 
vehicles,  etc.,  and  related  activity  on  a  given 
property. 

The  guidelines  are  flexible  and  may  be  mod- 
ified or  adapted  to  any  given  situation.  The 
measures  are  BLM  statewide  standards  for 
addressing  environmental  concerns  and 
serve  to  alert  applicants  or  permittees  of 
general  requirements  to  be  met  prior  to  or 
during  use  of  the  public  lands.  Modification 
of  these  measures  must  allow  for  other  mea- 
sures to  be  applied  on  a  site  specific  basis, 
if  necessary,  to  mitigate  the  impacts  of  con- 
cern. These  mitigations  would  be  deter- 
mined and  applied  on  a  site  specific  basis 
and  depend  on  the  type  of  resource  that  is 
being  affected  (e.g.,  the  slope  restriction 
would  be  mitigated  differently  than  the  big 
game  winter  range  restriction). 

Vegetation  manipulation  would  be  consid- 
ered a  surface  disturbing  activity,  although 
the  type  of  manipulation  would  determine 
what  mitigation  would  be  required  (e.g.,  pre- 
scribed fire  would  be  less  restricted  than 
plowing  and  reseeding). 

Mitigation  of  surface  disturbance  would 
generally  be  in  terms  of  modified  operations 
plans,  rather  than  monetary  restitution. 

1 6-4  Paleontological  and  potential  resource  nat- 
ural areas  are  identified  in  several  ways.  The 
existing  literature  was  consulted  for  a  list  of 
known  paleontological  sites,  and  some 
paleontological  surveys  were  conducted  in 
response  to  the  large  energy-extraction  proj- 
ects in  the  planning  area.  An  inventory  of 
potential  resource  natural  areas  was  con- 
ducted by  the  National  Park  Service.  This 
study,  entitled  "Potential  Natural  Landmarks 
in  the  Wyoming  Basin  -  Terrestial  and 
Aquatic  Resources,"  was  written  in  1976  by 
Knight,  Hill,  and  Harrison  of  the  University 
of  Wyoming,  Department  of  Botany.  Staff 
expertise  is  also  utilized  in  an  ongoing  iden- 
tification process. 

Protection  of  these  resources  is  evaluated  on 
a  site-specific  basis,  with  potential  effects 
assessed  as  conflicts  are  identified.  Conflicts 
with  other  resource  uses  would  be  identified 
and  evaluated  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  Mit- 
igative  efforts  are  generally  funded  by  the 
program  or  project  that  is  creating  a  poten- 
tial conflict. 
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How 


11  the  "actual  use"  of  other  classes  of  forage  consumers  be  determined? 


10 


Under  the  section  on  utilization,  how  will  "short  or  long  term  stocking  adjust- 
ments" be  made  dn  forage  consumers  other  than  livestock?  In  areas  of  livestock 
use  and  wildlife  use  what  procedure  will  be  established  to  determine  how  much 
forage  is  utilized  by  wildlife  and  how  much  is  utilized  by  livestock?  If  utili- 
sation data  is  collected  from  a  pasture  following  the  removal  of  livestock,  how 
Willi  the  percent  utilization  of  wildlife  be  determined? 

Page  291  Appendix  0-2 

The  second  paragraph  under  Key  Area  Selection  states  that  some  of  the  criteria 
to  be  considered  in  the  selection  of  key  areas  is  "wildlife  crucial  areas".  Why 
a«e  there  no  "livestock  crucial  areas"? 

In  the  third  paragraph  under  the  Evaluation /Adjustment  section  the  following 
quote  is  found:   "The  results  of  these  allotment  evaluations  will  be  used  as  a 
basis  for  making  short  or  long  term  adjustments  in  livestock  operations." 
(Emphasis  added)  Why  is  the  livestock  operator  being  asked  to  make  the  adjust- 
ments and  not  wildlife?  All  adjustments  to  the  range  are  to  be  made  by 
livestock  operators,  yet  the  document  planners  acknowledge  the  role  wildlife 
plays  in  the  use  of  the  range  land  under  the  Actual  Use  section.  The  document 
planners  seem  to  be  trying  to  leave  the  impression  that  any  adjustments  will  be 
made  by  both  wildlife  and  livestock  in  earlier  statements  in  Appendix  D-?.   It 
is  only  after  reading  the  section  quoted  above  that  we  find  the  document 
planners  never  intended  wildlife  stocking  rates  be  adjusted  but  all  the  adjust- 
ment is  to  be  made  by  livestock. 
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age  58  -  Lands  Mangement 

Under  Actions,  paragraph  two,  column  two,  the  6LM  is  to  pursue  acquisition  of 
nonfederal  lands  to  accomplish  objectives  of  the  alternatives.   This  statement 
is  not  explained  in  enough  detail.  The  lands  needed  for  wildlife  habitat 
enhancement  are  not  identified  in  Appendix  G-2  as  stated.  This  section  does 
raise  an  interesting  question  pertaining  to  wildlife  habitat.   It  would  appear 
that  the  document  planners  have  failed  to  provide  information  which  would  show 
the  BLM  can  do  a  better  job  of  providing  wildlife  habitat  than  private  land- 
owners. When  one  reads  the  Affected  Environment  section  we  find  that  a  bald 
eagle  nest  has  been  established  and  a  pair  of  eagles  have  apparently  fledged  on 
private  land.  We  find  that  for  the  whopping  crane,  "a  majority  of  use  to  dale 
has  been  on  private  lands".  (Draft  page  155  H  3  column  2) 

Page  59  -  Access  Management 

Under  Actions  the  document  planners  suggest  that  public  access  to  public  lands 
would  be  acquired  where  needed.   The  planners  do  not  define  what  criteria  will 
be  used  to  determine  where  or  whether  access  is  "needed".  Road  closure  and 
abandonment  would  be  considered  through  an  activity  plan  or  an  environmental 
assessment  but  no  plan  exists  for  access  aquisition.  Access  needs  should  be 
subject  to  the  same  criteria  as  road  closures. 

Preferred  Alternati  ve 

Page  66  -  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  {ACEC)  Management 

Will  livestock  grazing  be  allowed  in  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern? 
If  so  under  what  conditions? 


16-5  "Actions  which  would  degrade  species 
habitat  to  a  point  of  jeopardizing  the  contin- 
ued existence  of  a  species  would  not  be 
allowed,"  nneans  that  BLM  will  avoid  a 
"jeopardy  opinion"  as  described  in  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  by  finding  alternate 
nneans  of  accomplishing  actions  that  would 
jeopardize  a  threatened  or  endangered  spe- 
cies or  its  habitat. 

Prairie  dog  and  predator  control  may  be 
allowed  with  safeguards  to  protect  threat- 
ened, endangered,  and  non-target  species. 

National  recovery  plans  are  public  docu- 
ments, and  thus  are  open  to  public  review 
and  comment  prior  to  final  publication. 

Habitat  management  plans  for  reintroduc- 
tions  of  T&E  species  would  be  prepared  and 
made  available  for  USFWS  and  public  review 
prior  to  any  reintroduction.  Affected  publics 
would  be  notified  and  procedures  for  review 
and  comment  followed. 

The  East  Front  Aquatic  Habitat  Management 
Plan  is  available  from  this  office  for  review. 
It  was  completed  August  11,  1978,  and  pre- 
scribes management  for  streams  and  ripar- 
ian areas  draining  the  east  slope  of  the  Wy- 
oming mountain  range  in  the  Pinedale 
Resource  Area. 

16-6  It  is  not  our  intent  to  impose  more  restric- 
tions on  livestock  grazing  than  on  other 
resource  uses.  Other  resource  uses  such  as 
minerals  and  lands  management  do  recog- 
nize consideration  of  other  land  and 
resource  uses.  All  activities  must  conform 
with  the  objectives  established  in  the  RMP. 

16-7  Stocking  rates  for  big  game  will  be 
adjusted,  where  necessary,  by  harvest 
through  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Depart- 
ment regulations.  Target  wildlife  population 
objectives  are  established  in  the  RMP.  Ac- 
tivity plans  will  address  site  specific  popula- 
tion and  use  levels  of  foraging  animals. 

Key  management  plant  species  will  be  iden- 
tified through  the  monitoring  process  and 
through  referencing  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  National  Range  Handbook  Range 
Site  Guide,  which  includes  data  on  relative 
forage  quality  of  plants  for  animal  use. 

16-8  Wildlife  actual  use  will  be  determined, 
where  necessary,  by  field  monitoring.  Areas 
receiving  both  wildlife  and  livestock  use  will 
be  approached  on  an  individual  basis  with 
procedures  differing  depending  on  what  spe- 
cies of  wildlife,  what  season  of  use,  and  for- 
age preferences  are  involved.  Short-  and 
long-term  stocking  adjustments  will  be 
made  as  described  in  Response  16-7. 
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Page  70  -  Uildlife  Habitat  Management 

Under  Actions  the  planners  say  habitat  management  plans  or  HHP's  will   be 
developed  tor  several    areas.     What  criteria  will   be  used   for  development  of 
these   plans?     Who  will    be   allowed   access   to   the   planning  process? 

Table  8  describes  the  vegetative  manipulation  opportunities  which  may  be  used 
for  improvement   for  wildlife.     However,  the  only  treatment   listed   is  prescribed 
burning.     Why  is  this  the  only  method  considered? 

Page  72  -  Livestock  Grazing  Management 

Under   Actions  the  document   planners   say   that    allotment   management    plans   would 
have   specific   objectives    for   providing   forage   diversity   and    limit    forage  com- 
petition.     The   question   which   begs   to   be  answered    is   where  can   this    requirement 
be   found    in  the  wildlife  management    section   of   this   document? 

Under  Grazing  Preference  the  document  planners  say  that  107,000  AUH's  would  be 
available  for  livestock  grazing.     Additional   forage  of  approximately  2,636  AUM's 
will    be  available  for  livestock  grazing  due  to  increases   in  the  amount   of  vege- 
tation through  vegetation  treatments.     However,   in  the  section  labled  Forage 
Increases  the  planners  say,  "the  allocation   (of  additional    forage)  would  be 
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approximately  50  percent   for  wildlife  and  watershed  and  the  other  50  percent   to 
livestock",    (emphasis   added)     The  planners   state   in   both   sections    that    12,450 
AUM's  will   occur  as  a  result  of  vegetative  treatment.     How  does  one  arrive  at 
the  figure  of  2,636  AUH's  as  50  percent  of  the  number  of  total  AUM's  generated? 
Shouldn't   this    figure  be  6,225  AUM's?     How  many   AUM's   will    really  be   allowed    for 
livestock  use? 
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s   mentioned   earlier,   the   planners   haven't   addressed  why   over   a  quarter  of 
the   total   AUM's   allocated   by  the  BLM,   based   on   a   five  year   average,   are   not 
being  used?      Is    U   because   of   economic   conditions    in  the   agricultural    sector; 
onerous   BLM   regulations;    too  high   a   grazing   fee;  why?     This   problem   is   a   very 
serious   aspect   of   of   the  BLM  grazing   issue  yet,   document    planners   have   not 
addressed  it. 

Under   the   section   on  Range    Improvements  the   new   range   improvements   would  be 
designed  to  meet  multiple  use  objectives.     The  maintenance   responsibility  of 
range   improvements  would   be   assigned  to  the   benefiting  user.     Does    this   mean 
that    range   improvemnts   which   benefit   wildlife  will    be   partially   funded   by  monies 
from  the   Wyoming   Game   &  Fish  Department?     Under  Appendix  D-4   the  document    plan- 
ners   say   that    before   any   of   the   range   improvements   shown   in  Appendix   D-S  can   be 
done,    an   environmental    assessment    {EA}   will    be   prepared.     Will    the  costs   of 
preparing   an  EA  be   borne  by   all    multiple   users?     Why   does   Appendix  D-5   list   only 
range   improvements    for   livestock   and   not   wildlife,   even   though   wildlife   range 
improvements   will    be   done?     Will   EAs   be    required   on    range   improvements    for 
wildlife? 

Under   this   section   the   overall    beneficial    cost    ratio   is   1.8:1.     How   is 
this    figure   derived? 

Under  Nonallotted   Public   Lands,   the   unalloted    riparian   areas   would   not    be   allo- 
cated  to   livestock   grazing,   but    rather   to  wildlife   and  watershed   uses.     Please 
provide  documentation   for  BLM's   authority  to  do   this.     Why    is   one   use   being 
given   priority   over  another?      Is   this   a   violation   of   FLPMA? 

Under  Conversion   in   Kind,   document   planners   state  that   conversions    from  cattle 
to   sheep   would   generally   not   be  allowed   on   the   critical    antelope   and   deer  winter 
ranges,   yet   under   the  Ri_£ari_an  section   document    planners   state,   "this   objective 
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16-9  Areas  that  are  "crucial"  to  livestock  opera- 
tions have  been  identified  for  the  planning 
area.  These  are  the  stock  driveways  and  guid- 
ance for  the  maintenance  of  these  areas  are 
provided  for  in  the  plan. 

16-10  This  quote  is  an  exannple  of  the  type  of 
procedure  planned  for  adjustnnent  in  live- 
stock operations  only.  No  mention  is  made 
of  wildlife,  as  this  section  does  not  address 
conflicts  between  livestock  and  wildlife.  This 
section  was  never  intended  to  provide  an 
example  of  "wildlife  stocking  rate  adjust- 
ment." Harvest  recommendations  to  WGFD 
are  a  separate,  but  important,  part  of  the 
BLM  standard  operating  procedure  and  are 
not  included  in  this  appendix. 

16-11  Acquisition  parcels  are  identified  in 
Appendix  G-2  as  stated. 

There  is  no  intent  to  show  the  BLM  can  do 
a  better  job  of  providing  wildlife  habitat  than 
private  landowners.  Some  of  the  disposal 
tracts  are  identified  for  exchange.  To 
exchange  lands,  each  party  must  acquire 
lands  from  the  other  party.  These  listed 
acquisition  parcels  are  examples  of  lands 
BLM  would  be  interested  in  obtaining  by 
exchange  or  through  other  means. 

16-12  Access  needs  are  and  will  continue  to  be 
subject  to  project/activity  level  planning 
which  includes  an  environmental  analysis 
and  land  report.  This  documentation  will  cul- 
minate in  a  recommendation  containing  a 
specific  course  of  action  stating  whether  and 
when  a  particular  access  is  needed. 

16-13  Livestock  grazing  is  presently  occurring 
in  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern 
and  will  continue  under  the  prescriptions  pro- 
vided on  page  86  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

16-14  The  criteria  are  found  in  the  objectives  for 
each  area  (page  70  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS). 

Prescribed  burning  is  the  method  of  choice; 
however,  other  methods  (mechanical  or 
chemical)  may  be  employed  if  determined 
cost  effective  through  activity  planning. 

16-15  The  requirement  is  not  found  in  the  wild- 
life management  section  of  the  document 
because  it  does  not  apply  to  the  wildlife 
objective.  This  management  objective 
relates  to  livestock  grazing;  wildlife  manage- 
ment has  separate  objectives  which  do  not 
include  increasing  vegetation  diversity  and 
distribution. 

16-16  Other  activities,  such  as  realty  actions 
and  surface  disturbances,  have  occurred  in 
the  past  and  have  resulted  in  decreases  in 
available  forage.  No  adjustments  for  these 
decreases  have  been  made.  The  additional 
AUMs  created  by  vegetation  treatments  and 
made  available  to  livestock  are  intended  to 
be  net  AUMs. 
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(improvement  of  riparian  areas)  may  necessitate  such  actions  as   reducing 
livestock  numbers,   fencing  riparian  areas,   herding,  conversion  from  cattle  to 
sheep,   etc."    (emphasis    added).     What    happens    in  a    riparian   area   where   BLM's 
recotmendation    is   to   convert    from  cattle  to   sheep   and   the   area   happens   to   be 
critical    antelope   or   deer  winter    ranges'     Will    the   permittee  have  to   quit   using 
BLM  land? 

Under   this   same   section   and  the   same   quote   the   document   planners   do   not   mention 
any   actions   which   would   place  management   of    riparian   areas    on  wildlife.     Why? 

Under  the  Elk  Winter  Kange  section,  document  planners  say  that  adequate  forage 
for  wintering  elk  would  be  provided  through  a  combination  of  livesock  grazing 
adjustment  and  vegetation  manipulation.  What  kind  of  livestock  grazing  adjust- 
ment will  be  proposed?  Why  are  Game  &  Fish  Department  population  levels  used? 
Are  these  population  levels  consistent  with  other  users?  What  process  was  used 
to  arrive  at  these  population  levels? 


Page  : 
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Under  Actions,  on  page  82  and  83  the  document  planners  say  that  "Desert  Land. 
Entry  petition-applications  would  be  disqualified  when  public  lands  are  iden- 
tified  as; 

1.  Lands  within  the  capability  classes  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Agricultural   Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,   is  seeking  to  remove 
from  cultivation  under  the  Conservation  Reserve  Program. 

2.  Lands   that   the  Department   of   the  Agriculture,    Soil    Conservation   Service 
show  as  being   'non-irrigable.' 

3.  Lands  identified  as  sensitive,  unique,  or  necessary  to  fulfill    the  manage- 
ment objectives  of  this  alternative. 

4.  Agricultural    land  entry  petition  applications  would  also  be  disqualified 
when  the  public   lands  would  be  utilized  for  the  growth  of  government 
price-supported  crops,  or  when  use  of  water  supplies  would  deplete  an 
underground  water   supply   beyond   its   annual    recharge   ability,   thus 
threatening  existing  water   users." 
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hat    law   grants   the  BLM  authority   to  make  these  Desert   Land   Entry   decisions? 
Why    is   the  BLM  concerned  with   underground  water   supply  when   the  Wyoming   State 
Engineer  will    make   a  determination   of   whether   or   not    an  underground   water   supply 
will    deplete  the  aquifer? 

Page    142   -  Riparian   Complex  Class 

The   fourth   paragraph   of   the   second   column  makes   a   statement   which   shows   the 
document    planners'    propensity   for   placing  wildlife   over   and   above   any   other   user 
of    the    federal    range.      If  management    of    riparian   areas    is   to   be   based   on   the 
protection  of  wildlife  resources,  then  this  would  appear  to  manifest   the  BLM's 
intention   to  become   involved   in  dominant    use  management    in   violation   of   FLPMA. 

Summary 

In  summation,  Wyoming  Farm  Bureau  Federation  finds  this  document  so  full  of 
unanswered  management  questions  and  oversights  that  the  document  should  be 
withdrawn,  rewritten  to  answer  the  questions  which  have  been  raised,  and  resub- 
itted  in  draft  form  for  additional  public  comment.   The  document  planners  also 
need  to  remove  or  change  areas  where  they  have  violated  the  multiple  use  concept 
of  FLPMA  for  a  dominant  use  concept  in  favor  of  recreation  and  wildlife. 


Respectfully  submitted. 

Ken  Hamilton,  Research  and  Field  Assistant 


16-17  The  total  allocated  AUMs  in  the  planning 
area  are  not  being  used  due  to  economic 
conditions  in  the  livestock  industry. 

16-18  Generally,  the  costs  of  new  range 
improvements  are  borne  by  the  BLM,  which 
includes  the  required  environmental  analy- 
sis process.  Maintenance  responsibilities 
are  assigned  to  the  primary  beneficiary(ies) 
of  the  range  improvements.  Appendix  D-5 
only  portrays  livestock  range  improve- 
ments; wildlife  improvements  are  discussed 
in  the  text. 

Projects  developed  for  wildlife  habitat 
enhancement  may  be  cost  shared  with  the 
Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department 
through  a  cooperative  agreement. 

16-19  Benefit/cost  ratio  values  were  computed 
through  the  Wyoming  Rangeland  Invest- 
ment Analysis  Program.  Information  on  this 
technique  is  available  from  the  BLM  Wyo- 
ming State  Office. 

When  lands  outside  designated  allotments 
become  available  for  livestock  grazing 
underthe  administration  of  the  BLM,  the  live- 
stock forage  available  may  be  allocated  to 
qualified  applicants  at  the  discretion  of  the 
authorized  officer  (43  CFR  4110.4-1).  Con- 
versions in  kind  of  livestock  on  riparian 
areas,  as  well  as  other  riparian  management 
actions,  would  be  analyzed  with  the  objec- 
tive to  maintain,  improve,  or  restore  those 
lands  for  multiple  use  values.  The  allocation 
of  riparian  forage  on  unallotted  public  lands 
will  be  evaluated  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 
The  text  has  been  changed  to  clarify  this 
issue. 

16-20  Riparian  management  affects  all  resource 
uses  of  riparian  areas.  Please  note  the  text 
for  changes. 

Livestock  grazing  adjustments  include 
changes  in  grazing  distribution  patterns  and 
seasons  of  use.  An  allotment  management 
plan  would  be  developed  to  outline  any 
adjustments  and  would  require  input  from 
the  grazing  permittees.  Wyoming  Game  and 
Fish  Department  population  objectives  are 
based  on  their  "Strategic  Plan  for  the  Com- 
prehensive Management  of  Wildlife  in  Wyo- 
ming 1984-1989."  This  plan  was  developed 
by  soliciting  inputfrom  natural  resource  pro- 
fessionals and  the  general  public.  Please 
refer  to  Response  11-4  for  further  discus- 
sion on  WGFD  population  levels. 

Consistency  with  other  uses  is  a  dynamic  sit- 
uation which  requires  cooperation,  analy- 
sis, and  negotiation.  The  RMP  is  designed 
to  maintain  the  wildlife  resource  in  balance 
with  other  multiple  uses.  Continued  intera- 
gency coordination  between  BLM  and  the 
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WGFD  is  necessary  to  accomplish  this  goal. 
The  population  figures  are  a  basic  use  allo- 
cation tool  in  this  coordination. 

16-21  The  BLM  is  concerned  with  ground  water 
supply  and  quality  when  our  land  action 
might  conflict  with  possible  prior- 
appropriated  water.  Therefore,  coordina- 
tion with  the  state  engineer  occurs  before 
making  any  land  exchanges. 

The  statutory  authority  from  which  the  BLM 
administers  and  patents  desert  land  entries 
is  the  act  of  March  3,  1877,  (19  Statute  377; 
43  U.S.C.  321-323)  as  amended.  The  under- 
ground water  supply  is  an  inseparable 
resource  value  appurtenant  to  the  public 
lands  and  is  a  crucial  element  associated 
with  the  reclamation  of  arid  desert  lands. 
The  BLM  is  charged  under  the  above  cited 
authority  to  determine  if  the  water  supply 
among  other  factors  is  adequate  and  suffi- 
cient to  successfully  irrigate  and  reclaim  the 
lands  embraced  in  a  desert  land  entry 
(DLE).  Within  the  state  of  Wyoming,  a  DLE 
petition  applicant  is  required  to  submit  an 
application  for  Permit  to  Appropriate 
Ground  Waterf  rom  the  Wyoming  State  Engi- 
neer. The  BLM  uses  that  evidence  statement 
in  part  to  determine  if  the  lands  are  suitable 
for  entry  and  subsequent  disposal. 

16-22  Nowhere  in  column  2,  paragraph  4,  does 
a  statement  appear  that  places  wildlife  over 
and  above  any  other  uses.  Historically,  man- 
agement of  riparian  areas  has  been  a  focus 
of  the  wildlife  program,  as  these  areas  are 
key  wildlife  habitat.  More  recent  direction 
has  included  other  programs,  since  riparian 
areas  are  key  areas  to  other  uses  besides 
wildlife. 

16-23  The  multiple  use  concept  provides  for  var- 
ied uses  over  broad  areas.  Some  areas  are 
better  suited  for  a  few  particular  uses  rather 
than  a  multitude.  The  RMP  provides  for 
these  needs.  The  RMP  also  addresses  the 
issues  and  concerns  provided  by  the  public 
and  other  agencies.  Recreation  uses  and 
wildlife  conflicts  were  frequent  concerns. 
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June    1 ,    1  987 


Team   Leader 

Pinedal  e   fttlP 

Bureau  o*    Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  1869 

Rock  Springs,  WY   92902-1869 

Dear  Sirs: 

Our  -family  owns  a  ranch  on  the  Green  River  between 
Highways  191  and  361 .   This  ranch  is  bordered  on  two  sides 
by  BLM  land,  the  Mesa  Common  Allotment  and  the  Soaphol e 
Common  Allotment.   In  addition,  we  have  grazing  permits  m 
both  ai     these  allotments  which  are    vital  to  our  ranching 
op era t ion.   The  fact  that  we  are    both  a  nei ghbor  and  user  of 
BLn  lands  gives  us  a  reason  to  be  concerned  about  how  these 
BLM  1 ands  are    managed  . 

The  Pineda! e  Resource  Management  Plan  DEIS  is  a 
p 1 easure  to  read  espec i a  I  I y  af  ter  suffering  through  the  B-T 
Forest  Plan.   The  RMP  is  a  well  written  document,  and  it  is 
organized  in  a  manner  which  makes  it  easy  to  f  md 
in format  ion  pert inent  to  ones '  concerns .   Upon  reviewi ng  the 
four  proposed  alternatives,  it  becomes  apparent  that  our 
interests  as  grazers  and  neighbcprs  are    best  served  by  the 
Pre-ferred  Alternative.   This  alternative  seems  to  be  the 
onl  v  reasonab  1  e  al  ternat  i  ve  -from  a  mul  t  ipl  e  use  standpoint  , 
and  henceforth  ,  al 1  of  our  comments  will  be  d irected  toward 
the  Pre-ferred  Al  ternat  i ve  . 

The  Pre-ferred  Alternative  has  both  its  good  points  and 
points  which  are    of  concern.   The  removal  of  the  wild  horses 
from  the  Desert  herd  is  an  action  which  is  long  overdue. 
These  horses  are    recent  migrators ,  and  they  are    o*  no  rea I 
value  to  anyone.   In  fact,  they  are  detrimental  to  both 
tivestoct  grazing  and  wildlife.   The  Pre-ferred  Alternative 
ai  I  ows  -for  an  increase  in  I  i  vestock  AUM '  s  ,  wh  ich  we  be  I  leve 
is  a  very  posit i ve  aspect  of  this  pi  an.   In  the  recent  past , 
the  BLM  has  not  al  1  oca  ted  money  -for  many  range  improvements , 
and  as  a  resul t  most  of  the  i mprovements  have  been  done  by 
the  Wyoming  State  Grazing  Board.   The  -fact  that  the  total 
number  of  AUM ' s  f or  graz ing  increases  is  a  step  in  the  right 
direction,  because  it  shows  a  willingness  on  the  BLM ' s  part 
to   allocate  funds  to  better  range  conditions.   Stock 
Dr 1 veways  are    absol utel y  essent lal  to  our  ranch ing 
operat ion  ,  and  the  acl  nowl edgement  of  these  driveways  as 
withdrawn  in  the  RMP  was  good  to  see.   Without  these 
dr 1 veways  ,  we  woul d  not  have  an  economical  ly  feasible  access 
to  our  summer  range.   The  Preferred  Alternative  is  multiple 
use  oriented ,  and  not  too  prejudiced  by  spec lal  interests . 
The  recogniton  by  the  BLM  of  a  strong  multiple  use  concept 
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in  wr iting  the  RMP  is  refreshing,  and  it  is  an  adva 
our  operat i on  . 

Our  greatest  concerns  with  the  Pre-ferred  Al  ter 
have  to  do  with  wildlife  populations,  sur-face  occup 
ORV  designations.   The  Preferred  Alternative  hopes  to 
support  wildli-fe  populations  at  the  19B5  Wyoming  Game  and 
Pish  Department  strategic  plan's  1 evel s .   We  feel  that  great 
care    must  be  tak  en  in  sett ing  forth  any  popul at  ion 
object  i  ves  because  o-f  i  mpacts  wh  ich  may  resu  1  t  years  down 
the  road.   Our  ranch  and  BLM  permits  are  adjacent  to  the 
deer  wintering  range  and  the  antelope  migration  path  which 
15  the  reason  for  our  concern.   Through  discussion  with  both 
the  BLM  wildlife  biologist  and  a  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish 
Wildli-fe  biologist,  it  appears  that  some  population 
estimates  and  objectives  set  down  in  the  RMP  (page  144)  are 
not  correct.   The  mule  deer  objectives  are     in  fact  higher 
than  what  is  stated  in  the  RMP,  and  the  population  estimates 
are  apparently  unl  nown  .   These  population  objectives  are  the 
Wyoming  State  Game  and  Fish  departments  reaction  to  the 
hunt  ing  sectors  des ire  for  more  game ,  and  are  apparent  I y 
unrelated  to  wildli+e  habitat.   The  mule  deer  population 
size  IS  totally  dependant  upon  its  winter  range,  and  neither 
the  Game  and  Fish  nor  the  BLM  t now  whether  the  population 
objectives  can  be  sustained  through  an  average  winter.   As 
ranchers,  we  can  only  run  the  number  of  cattle  that  we  have 
forage  for,  therefore,  it  would  seem  that  habitat  limiations 
and  not  hunter  des  ires  must  be  the  basis  -for  the  deer 
popul at  1  on  numbers .   Vh i s  wi 1  I  be  the  case  because  winter 
death  I osss  wil  I  I  eep  the  population  numbers  at  the  habitats 
capability.   However,  continual  abuse  of  this  winter  habitat^ 
by  e>:cessi  ve  deer  popul  at  lons^  will  resul  t  in  the  reduct  ion 
o+  forage  spec les  neccessary  for  the  deer ' s  surv i vat  .   In 
the  past,  these  population  objectives  have  been  only  the 
Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  objectives  (state  control),  however, 
the  introduction  of  these  population  objectives  into  the  RMP 
(federal  control)  could  result  in  some  serious  problems. 
Somewhere  down  the  road  ,  1 arge  spec i al   interest  groups  may 
blame  grazers  for  population  sizes  that  do  not  match 
pop  LI  I  at  ion  Ob ject I ves ,  even  though  the  object i ves  were 
unsustainable.   As  a  Federal  Agency,  the  BLM  may  be  forced 
to  try  to  supply  these  objectives,  however  unrealistic,  at 
the  e;:pense  o-f  the  livestock  grazer.   As  these  population 
objectives  become  a  federal  issue,  it  becomes  much  harder 
for  the  tivestocl  qrazer    to  defend  his  position. 

Due  to  the  problems  that  may  arise  -from  the  RMP  s  game 
population  objectives,  a  few  solutions  may  be  suggested.   We 
believe  that  it  should  be  written  in  the  RMP  that 
"Population  objectives  are    established  only  as  a  too!  to  get 
a  handle  on  the  population  size.   Population  size  is 
determined  by  a  computer  population  model ,  and  population 
Ob  ject 1 ves  are    a  I ey  el ement  of  this  model  .   If  af  ter  future 
(near  future)  evalution,  it  beomes  apparent  that  the 


1 7-1  The  text  has  been  changecJ  to  inclucje  pop- 
ulation objective  revisions.  The  objectives 
(determinecj  through  public  input  are 
(jescribecj  by  the  Wyoming  Game  ancJ  Fish 
Department  as  being  allowable  habitat 
parameters.  FecJeral  land  and  management 
agencies,  landowners,  and  other  interested 
publics  provide  input  at  5-year  intervals  (the 
current  WGFD  strategic  plan  covers 
1984-1989)  to  the  WGFD,  which  can  result  in 
changes  in  objectives.  This  RMP  identifies 
habitat  management  population  objectives 
guidelines  to  support  big  game  on  BLM- 
administered  lands. 

Management  techniques  for  BLM- 
administered  lands  are  prescribed  (in- 
cluding livestock  grazing).  Assuming  other 
factors  remain  constant,  these  prescribed 
management  techniques  should  allow  the 
WGFD  to  manage  populations  at  the  average 
level  described  in  the  RMP.  The  actual 
number  of  animals  will  fluctuate  according 
to  weather  and  winter  mortality.  The  intent 
of  the  RMP  is  to  manage  habitat  in  support 
of  wildlife  populations,  not  to  manage  the 
actual  populations.  The  livestock  grazing 
prescriptions  have  been  developed  to  assist 
in  this  goal  of  habitat  management.  These 
prescriptions  are  used  to  balance  livestock 
grazing  needs  with  wildlife  habitat  consider- 
ations. 
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popul at 

ion  objectives  are    not  correct,  then  they  will  be 

adjusted  to  tit  the  habitat.   Since  deer  and  antelope 

popul at 

ion  numbers  are    hard  to  establish,  any  population 

object  1 

ves  must  have  *  1  e>:  ib  i  1  ity  .  li    the  habitat  cannot 

sustain 

Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  deer  and  antelope  population 

needs , 

then  the  Game  and  Fish  must  examine  alternate 

solutio 

ns  such  as  a  winter  -feeding  program."   Me  -feel  that 

no  popu 

lation  estimates  or  objectives  should  be  stated  in 

the  RMF 

,  without  some  explanation  o-f  how  hard  it  is  to 

determi 

ne  actual  herd  size.   The  BLH  must  remember  that  they 

are    in 

the  business  of  overseeing  the  Public  Land.   The  BLM 

must  1 1 

mit  wildli+e  to  availability  of  habitat,  as  they 

limit  1 

ivestock  grazers  to  availability  of  forage. 

Su 

rface  disturbing  activities  are    another  concern  of 

ours  . 

We  feel  that  the  plan  should  specify  exactly  what  a 

sur-f  ace 

disturbing  activity  is.   We  hope  that  these 

activit 

les  do  not  include  the  installation  of  windmills  or 

the  bui 

Iding  of  reservoirs.   On  page  256,  the  RMP  states 

that  "  . 

..activities  or  surface  use  will  not  be  allowed 

duHing 

the  period  from  February  1   t,0  July  31..."  to  protect 

sage  grouse  nesting  areas.   An  e;rplanation  of  which 

act ivit 

les  or  surfaces  uses  will  be  excluded  from  these 

areas  s 

hould  be  listed  in  the  RMF' .   It  is  our  opinion  that 

cattl e 

grazing  should  not  be  one  of  the  excluded  surface 

Off -road  vehicle  designation  js  another  topic  which 
should  be  clarified  in  the  RMP.   Page  81  of  the  RMP 
limits  travel  only  to  pi  owed  roads  f  rom  Novemeber  15  through 
April  30  on  deer  and  antelope  winter  range.   There  is  often 
a  need  for  livestoci  grazers  to  travel  in  these  restricted 
areas  before  April  3i:' ,  morder,  to  maintain  improvements 
(fences,  windmills,  ect  .  )  .   We  believe  the  RMP  should  list 
wh  1  ch  users  will  be  e;:empted  f  rom  these  restrictions,  so 
there  will  be  no  confusion  in  the  future.   When  specific 
plans  are  established  for  the  open  DRV  areas,  the  BLM  should 
be  responsible  for  the  maintenance  of  any  fences  and 
cattl eg uards  which  may  surround  the  project  .   The  reason 
being  that  such  an  intensive  recreat ion  area    woul d  probabl y 
increase  the  ma int en an ce  of  these  improvements  beyond  the 
point  of  acceptability. 

Land  management  is  our  final  area  of  comment.   Enclosed 
in  the  private  1  and  of  our  ranch  are    two  smal  I  isol ated 
tracts  of  BLM  land.   These  tracts  of  land  are    shown  in  the 
RMP  as  available  for  disposal,  however,  we  wish  that  the  BLM 
woul d  ret  a  in  ownersh ip  of  these  1 ands . 

On  access  management ,  we  feel  that  the  easiest  route  to 
access  BLM  lands  should  never  be  reason  to  gain  a  right  of 
way  by  condemnation.   Condemnation  as  a  means  to  gain  any 
r ight  of  way  shoul d  on  1 y  occur  as  a  1  ast  resort . 
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As  a  neighbor  and  a  user  of  BLM  lands,  we  have  always 
had  a  good  relationship  with  the  BLM.   We  believe  that  the 
F'ref  erred  Al ternat i ve  reflects  this  good  rel ationship,  and 
we  endorse  i t .   We  do  hope  that  you  will  tale  into 
consideration  the  concerns  that  we  addressed  in  this  letter 


Albert  P.  Sommers  Family 
P.O.  Bo::  264 
Pinedale.  Wr   82941 


We  agree  with  your  interpretation  of  popula- 
tion objectives  being  a  tool  for  computer 
modeling,  and  support  the  concept  of  apply- 
ing adjustments  to  these  objectives  as  new 
information  becomes  available  through  eval- 
uation. However,  winter  feeding  programs 
and  other  population  management  tech- 
niques are  beyond  the  authority  of  the  BLM 
and  will  remain  under  state  control.  Flexi- 
bility in  modifying  wildlife  population  objec- 
tives to  habitat  limitations  is  provided  in  the 
RMP. 

17-2  Please  refer  to  Response  16-3. 

The  definition  of  surface  disturbing  activities 
does  not  include  cattle  grazing;  however, 
installation  of  windmills  and  reservoirs 
would  be  included.  This  does  not  mean  that 
these  developments  would  not  be  allowed, 
rather  that  construction  activities  would  only 
be  authorized  during  certain  times  of  the 
year  and  other  mitigation  measures  may  be 
appropriate. 

17-3  As  identified  on  page  165  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS,  repairing  range  improvements  is  one  of 
the  defined  "necessary  tasks"  requiring  the 
use  of  motorized  vehicles.  This  would  be  an 
acceptable  use  in  the  areas  identified  as  lim- 
ited on  Table  14,  page  81  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS. 

The  maintenance  of  fences  and  cattleguards 
within  established  ORV  intensive  use  areas 
will  be  addressed  in  the  development  plans 
for  each  specific  area.  When  designing  these 
areas,  reasonable  effort  will  be  made  to  avoid 
these  conflicts  which  also  may  pose  hazards 
to  the  recreationists. 

The  intent  of  this  plan  is  to  identify  suitable 
areas  for  the  ORV  users  and  to  avoid 
resource  conflicts.  During  the  development 
of  the  management  plans  for  these  areas, 
maintenance  responsibility  of  fences,  cattle- 
guards,  and  other  improvements  and  facili- 
ties in  these  areas  will  be  addressed. 

17-4  The  BLM  will  assess  the  impacts  that  land 
disposal  actions  will  have  on  adjacent  and 
surrounding  landowners.  A  site  specific 
assessment  at  the  activity  plan  level  will 
include  the  opportunity  for  those  land- 
owners to  either  support  or  protest  particular 
disposal  actions.  Substantial  adverse  im- 
pacts which  cannot  be  mitigated  would  be 
grounds  for  discontinuation  of  the  disposal 
action. 

Due  to  yours  and  other  resource  considera- 
tions, we  concur  that  these  parcels  are  not 
suitable  for  disposal  at  this  time.  We  have 
amended  Map  1 1  and  Appendix  G-2  accord- 
ingly. 
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Please  refer  to  Response  11-9  concerning 
access. 


United  Slates  Departmeni  of  the  Interior 


JUN     2 1987 


Team  Leader,  Pinedale  RMP.  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  P.O.  Box  1869, 
Rock  Springs.  Wyoming  82902-1869 


Fromfc^^J^'^egional  Director 


Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Subject:   Pinedale  Draft  Reeource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DES  87-6) 

We  have  reviewed  the  above-referenced  material  and  find  that  neither  the 
Preferred  Alternative  nor  Alternatives  A,  B,  or  C.  as  they  affect  the  small 
area  of  land  with  Bureau  of  Reclamation  Jurisdiction,  will  conflict  with 
management  of  the  Seedskadee  Project,  Wyoming. 

We  appreciate  your  continued  coordination  with  the  Upper  Colorado  Regional 
Office  with  any  of  the  activities  that  affect  Reclamation's  administration  of 
lands. 

Please  send  a  copy  of  the  Final  Resource  Management  Plan  to  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation.  Upper  Colorado  Regional  Office,  Attention:  Code  UC-^iS?,  P.O.  Box 
11568,  Sale  Lake  City.  Utah  8AU7  when  it  becomes  available. 


jQrp>,^....J^- 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PflOTECTION  AGENCY 

REGION  VIM 

909      leth  STREET-  SUITE  500 

DENVER.  COLORADO     80202-2405 

JUN  0  I  1381 


Ref:   8PM-EP8 


Renee  Dana,  Team  Leader 

Pineda  1e  R^V> 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  1869 

Rock   Springs.   Wyoming     82902-1869 


Dear  Ms.   Dana: 


Pinedale  Draft  Resource  Management 
Plan/Environmental  lin)act  Statement 
(RMP/EIS) 


In  accordance  with  the  National   Environmental   Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  our 
responsibilities  under  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act.   the  Region  VIII  Office 
of  the  Environmental   Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  reviewed  the  referenced 
documents.     The  EPA  appreciated  the  opportunity  to  meet  with  you  In  July  of  1985 
regarding  this  project.     EPA's  scoping  concerns  for  the  project  were  sent  on 
August  12.  1985.      In  addition  to  environmental   conditions  and  effects,  our 
review  is  also  focused  on  the  RMP  "management  prescriptions  for  resources" 
(page  1)  for  use  1n  Issuing  authorizations,  and  planning  and  managing  activities 
and  projects.     Our  enclosed  detailed  comments  are  Intended  to  make  a 
constructive  contribution  to  the  RMP/EIS  "as  a  conprehensive  framework  for 
managing  and  allocating  uses  of  the  public  lands  and  resources  within  the 
Pinedale  Resource  Area     (page  37).     Also  enclosed  is  EPA  Region  VIII's  checklist 
for  reviewing  RMP/EIS  for  your  Information. 

Based  on  our  concerns  and  the  criteria  EPA  has  established  to  rate  adequacy 
of  draft  EISs,  we  have  rated  this  draft  RMP/EIS  as  Category  EO-2  (environmental 
objections-insufficient  information).     A  sunmary  of  our  EIS  rating  definitions 
is  enclosed.     The  major  concerns/reconinendations  addressed  in  our  detailed 
coninents  relate  to: 

0        better  description  of  consistency  (per  RMP  consistency  requirements  at 
43  CFR  Part  1610.3-2)  with  water  quality  standards 
(existing/designated  beneficial   uses,   use  protection  criteria,  and 
antidegradation  requirements)  and  the  Federal/State  water  quality 
management  programs. 

0         insufficient  disclosure  of  effects  by  alternative  on  water 
qual ity /beneficial   uses, 

0        additional   documentation  of  guidelines/requirements  for  oil   and  gas 
development, 

0        assurances  of  adequate  coverage  of  municipal  water  supply  watershed 
management  prescriptions. 
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0        better  definition  of  watershed  and  range  management 
standards/objectives, 

0        Areas  of  Critical   Environmental   Concern  lACEC)  resource  conditions  and 
management  objectives. 

0        expanded  and/or  more  definitive  measures  for  wetland-riparian  area 
management, 

0        development  of  water  quality/beneficial  use  monitoring  plans. 

0  and  Inclusion  of  more  specific  plans  for  continuing  inter-agency 
coordination,  among  other  Items,  in  an  implementation  chapter  or 
appendix. 

Wyoming's  water  quality  standards  (HQS)  currently  set  antidegradation 
requirements  only  on  Class  I  waters.     Since  EPA's  antidegradation  requirements 
apply  to  all  waters  of  the  United  States.  Wyoming  will   be  addressing  EPA's 
requirements  this  year  as  part  of  the  triennial   review  of  its  UQS.     We  encourage 
the  BLH  to  be  part  of  this  process  and  be  aware  of  the  applicability  of  any  new 
requirements  that  may  apply  to  BLM  streams.     The  State  of  Wyoming  contact  person 
is  John  Wagner  in  Cheyenne  (777-7075)  and  the  EPA  contact  person  is  Jim  Lazorchalt 
(nS  564-1581    or  303-293-1581). 

The  EPA  would  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  discuss  with  the  BLH 
the  proposed  responses  and  RMP/EIS  revisions  relating  to  EPA  concerns  prior  to 
the  R«P/F1nal  EIS.     Based  on  experience  reviewing  these  documents,  such  a 
coordination  process  would  be  beneficial    in  helping  address  our  concerns.     We 
asit  that  you  let  us  know  1f  such  a  review  process  would  be  possible.     Please 
conUct  Doug  Lofstedt  of  my  staff  as  needed  for  further  EPA  coordination 
(303-293-1717  or  nS  564-1717). 

Sincerely, 


Robert  R.  OeSpain,  Chief 
Environmental    Policy  Branch 
Policy  and  ManageiDent  Division 


Hillary  Oden,  Wyoming  BLM  State  Director 

David  Williams,  Office  of  Planning  and  Environmental   Coordination, 

BLM  Washington  Office 
Randy  Wood,  Director,  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
William  Oiclterson,  EPA  Office  of  Federal  Activities 
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EPA  DETAILED  COWENTS  ON  THE   BLM  DRAFT 

pinedale  resource  wmagehemt  plan  m  rRvn^wENTAL 

IHI^ACT  STATFfCHT 


Water  Quality  Standards,  Watershed 

There  are  "Over  300  miles  of  streams"  on  the  public  lands  (page  155).     The 
quality  of  surface  water  would  be  maintained  or  enhanced  {page  8  and 
elsewhere).     Just  maintaining  existing  quality  may  or  may  not  be  appropriate, 
since  we  were  unable  to  adequately  determine  RMP/EIS  consistency  with: 
Wyoming's  water  quality  standards  (WQS)  program;  Federal    Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  of  1976  {FLPMA)   requirements  to  "provide  for  compliance  with 
applicable  pollution  control   laws,   including  State  and  Federal    .    .    .  water  .    .    . 
pollution  standards  or  implementation  plans'   (Section  202(c)(8))  and  to  protect 
water  resource"  values  (Section  102(a)(8));  RMP  consistency  requirements 
(43  CFR  Part  1610.3-2);  and  with  Federal    facil  Ity /water  quality  requirements 
under  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA)  Section  313  and  Executive  Order  12088. 
Consequently,   it  is  not  clear  that  all   alternatives  are  "consistent  with  current 
mandates  and  policies"   (page  2S2).     Suggested  revisions  start  with  using 
specific  strong  water  resource/quality  sections  in  each  chapter  (rather  than 
"watershed"  or  "watershed  management").     Much  of  the  following  suggested 
revisions  were  also  from  our  August  12,   1985  RW>/£IS  scoping  letter. 

A  plan  for  monitoring  surface  water  trends  will   be  initiated  (page  52).     We 
request  that  the  Affected  Environment  chapter  provide  an  overview  of  stream 
classifications,  and  a  description  of  trends  regarding  WQS  (existing/designated 
beneficial   uses,   use  protection  criteria,  and  antidegradation  requirements),  to 
the  extent  of  available  information,   in  a  table  format  (similar  to  what  was  done 
for  air  on  pages  127  and  128).     The  extent  to  which  the  WQS  are  currently  being 
met  or  exceeded,  or  are  not  being  met  for  each  WQS  water  body  or  stream  segment 
should  be  described.     The  most  critical   parameters  of  concern  are  dissolved 
oxygen,   suspended  solids,   turbidity,  col i form  bacteria,  temperature,  nutrients, 
pesticides,  and  dissolved  solids.     The  EIS  should  contain  information  on 
critical  water  quality  and  habitat  requirements  of  fish  (such  as  the  Colorado 
River  cutthroat  trout)  and  other  sensitive  species. 

WgS  objectives  should  provide  that  all   existing  and  designated  beneficial 
uses  will   be  fully  maintained.     Additionally,   the  State  of  Wyoming  has 
designated  antidegradation  waters  as  Class  I   (Quality  Standards  for  Wyoming 
Surface  Waters",  Chapter  I,   Section  8).     The  Class  1  water  applicable  to  the 
Pinedale  Resource  Area  is  "the  main  stem  of  the  Green  River  including  the  Green 
River  Lakes  from  the  mouth  of  the  New  Fork  River  upstream  to  the  wilderness 
boundary."     We  would  like  to  see  the  RMP/EIS  in  all   chapters  specifically 
recognize  and  address  the  requirements  for  the  Class  I   stream  and  consistency  of 
BLM  resource  management  with  the  Class   1   requirements.     EPA's  antidegradation 
requirements  in  40  CFR  Part  131.12  (see  enclosure)  apply  to  all  waters  of  the 
United  States;  however,   the  requirements  are  enforceable  by  the  State. 
Consequently,  Wyoming  will   be  addressing  EPA's  requirements  this  year  as  part  of 
the  triennial    review  of  its  W(}S.     We  encourage  the  BLM  to  be  part  of  this 
process  and  aware  of  the  applicability  of  any  new  requirements  that  may  apply  to 
BLM  streams. 
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The  discussion  of  general  cause  and  effect  actions  on  WQ,  aquatic  life,  and 
other  beneficial   uses  (page  356)   Is  a  good  start  on  the  type  of  information  we 
are  looking  for  in  Table  2  and  Chapter  4  (Environmental   Consequences).      In  fact, 
according  to  page  355,   these  effects  were  to  be  discussed  specifically  in 
Chapter  4.     However,  we  found  such  disclosure  in  Table  2  and  Chapter  4  to  be 
very  minimal   and  insufficient.     For  example,  the  discussion  of  Preferred 
Alternative  effects  on  pages  190-191    has  no  correlation  to  the  specifics  of 
WQ/beneficial   use  effects  on  page  356  (the  same  concern  would  apply  to  the  other 
alternatives  as  well ). 

We  request  the  RMP/EIS  Identify  the  public  water  supply  watersheds,  and 
applicable  management  prescriptions  and  management  requirements.     This  should  be 
supported  by  any  pertinent  background  information  on:     location;  water  quality; 
watershed  usage;   locally  used  aquifers  and  their  vulnerability  to  damage;  and 
identification  of  areas  which  are  particularly  sensitive  to  activities  which  may 
have  a  detrimental   effect  on  water  supplies. 

Regarding  oil   and  gas  operations,   the  "quality  of  discharged  water  may 
degrade  the  water  quality  of  the  receiving  ephemeral   or  perennial    stream  enough 
to  preclude  its  use  for  municipal   drinking  water,  wildlife,   recreation,  and 
Irrigation  purposes"   (page  356).     Yet  "The  quality  of  produced  water  discharges 
s  required  to  meet  or  exceed"  Wyoming's  Water  Quality  Regulations.     The  final 
RMP/EIS  needs  to  clearly  spell   out  any  existing  violations  of  WQS,  violations  of 
National   Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  permits,  and  RMP 
corrective  measures  in  coordination  with  the  State.     We  also  suggest 
documentation  of  environmental    Indicators  and  thresholds  for  future  development. 

On  page  14  (second  paragraph  under  Preferred  Alternative),   there  is  a 
reference  to  potential    temporary  impacts  to  "live  water"  from  logging.     What  is 
"temporary"?     There  are  no  provisions  in  Wyoming's  WQS  for  allowing  even 
temporary  exceedence  of  standards.     The  BLM  would  need  to  prove  that  existing 
beneficial   uses  are  protected.     We  suggest  the  following  criterion  be  added  to 
the  paragraph  on  page  14:     "and  that  the  NEPA  disclosure  adequately  provides  for 
protection  of  wetland/riparian  area  values/functions  and  shows  that  water 
quality  standards  would  be  fully  protected."     Likewise,  the  above  criterion 
should  be  added  to  the  requirements  for  allowing  surface  disturbances  "within 
500  feet  of  riparian  habitat,  wetland,  and  (or)  live  water"  (pages  3  and  47). 

We  request  that  the  RMP/EIS  deal   more  thoroughly  and  clearly  with 
objectives  regarding  health  of  the  aquatic  systems.     For  example,  timbering 
plans  are  "expected     to  maintain  aquatic  habitat  under  the  Preferred  Alternative 
■page  194).     This  implies  no  action  to  improve  any  existing  Impairments,  or 
correlation  to  full   protection  of  aquatic  life  beneficial   uses.     As  another 
example,  what  are  some  basic  objectives  for  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout 
habitat  and  populations  to  be  achieved  through  management  and  activity 
planning?     What  ire  the  RMP/EIS  objectives  for  other  components  of  aquatic 
health,  such  as  habitat  and  biotic  condition,   in  the  resource  area?     Is  the 
"potential   threat  to  the  pure  strain  population  of  Colorado  River  cutthroat 
trout"  a  potential   WQS  violation  (page  219)?     We  request  that  existing 
conditions  be  thoroughly  covered  in  the  Affected  Environment  chapter,   thus 
forming  d  much  clearer  basis  for  describing  objectives  by  alternative. 


19-1  The  planning  process,  including  planning 
criteria  and  analysis  of  the  management  sit- 
uation, acknowledgesconsistency  with  exist- 
ing laws,  mandates,  and  regulations.  It 
would  be  repetitive  to  include  these  in  the 
RMP  document. 

Maintenance  of  the  water  quality  in  the  Pine- 
dale  Resource  Area  generally  exceeds  the 
Wyoming  Environmental  Quality  standards. 
The  exceptions  to  this  would  be:  1) 
petroleum-related  spills  which  are  contained 
as  quickly  as  possible,  and  2)  loss  of  road 
crossings  during  spring  runoff,  which  intro- 
duces high  suspended  sediment  loads  for  a 
short  period  of  time.  Depending  on  the  inci- 
dent, a  short-duration  water  quality  study 
may  be  used  to  track  the  pollutant.  These  are 
not  foreseeable  or  planned  incidents  and 
therefore  are  not  characteristic  of  the  overall 
water  quality.  Most  actions  or  activities  per- 
mitted by  BLM  affect  surface  uses  of 
resources  such  as  soils  and  vegetation,  not 
just  water  quality.  Hence  the  referral  to 
watershed  management. 

19-2  A  monitoring/baseline  study  has  been  in 
operation  since  1977.  A  statistically  based 
trend  analysis  would  be  questionable  due  to 
sampling  frequency  and  the  lack  of  replicate 
samples.  We  are  currently  sampling  for  the 
following:  cations,  ations,  conductivity, 
TDS,  TSS,  hardness,  alkalinity,  pH,  arsenic, 
barium,  boron,  cadmium,  chromium,  lead, 
mercury,  copper,  iron,  selenium,  silver,  and 
zinc.  This  information  is  available  in  the 
Rock  Springs  District  Office. 

19-3  Maintenance  of  a  Class  I  water  such  as  the 
upper  Green  River  is  such  a  precedent  in  this 
area  that  it  is  an  integral  part  of  in  any  deci- 
sion or  action. 

As  far  as  maintaining  beneficial  uses  for 
water  "fully,"  this  is  more  of  a  water  rights 
problem  which  is  handled  by  the  Wyoming 
State  Engineer  who  adjudicates  water 
usage. 

19-4  You  will  note  that  pages  355  and  356  are 
Impacts  Common  to  All  Alternatives,  so  rest- 
atement of  each  impact  was  thought  to  be 
redundant. 

19-5  This  information  is  on  file  in  the  Analysis 
of  Management  Situation  in  the  Pinedale 
Resource  Area  office. 


19-6  We   agree  this   needs 
Please  refer  to  Table  57. 


to   be   re-written. 


19-7  Page  14,  paragraph  2  under  the  Preferred 
Alternative  states,  "generally,  clearcutting  or 
equipment  operations  would  not  be  allowed 
within  100  feet  of  riparian  habitat,  wetland, 
or  live  water  unless  a  high  potential  for  suc- 
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We  coomend  plans  to  reduce  salinity  (page  52).     Is  additional   soil 
surveying  needed  for  development  of  management  practices  {since  the  Soap  Holes 
areas,  as  an  example,  has  only  a  level   III  survey  "highlighting  Irrlgablllty" 
(page  136))?     What  are  the  existing  salinity  loads  to  be  addressed  by  planning 
of  specific  activities?     Hox  will   allotment  management  deal  with  salinity 
control?     We  suggest  more  specific  RMP  napping  of  the  high  saline  soils  where 
activity  planning  will   address  salinity.     Apparently,  only  about  20  percent  of 
the  sediment  and  salinity  resulting  from  BLM-approved  activities  (via 
"accelerated"  erosion)  can  be  prevented  (page  190).     We  question  whether  this 
intent  is  consistent  with  other  RMP/EIS  objectives  to  reduce  salinity  and 
malnuin/improve  WQ,  and  with  the  Colorado  River  Salinity  Control  Act  and 
amendments. 

We  coninend  the  use  of  the  RHP/EIS  to  Identify  the  two  watershed  plans  to  be 
done  (page  8).     What  are  the  standards  to  be  met  (In  the  activity  plans)  for 
"stabilizing"  erosion,  channel   degradation,  and  sedimentation  (page  69)?     What 
opportunities  are  there  for  doing  more  than  "maintaining  the  present  condition" 
of  any  deteriorated  watersheds  In  or  adjacent  to  the  Little  Colorado  Desert 
(page  138)?    The  concepts  of  "critical"  and  "crucial"  watershed  values  are 
brought  up  on  pages  194  and  230.     What  is  "critical"  and  "crucial"?    Also,  all 
alternatives  would  have  practices  to  "protect  or  prevent  degradation  of  all 
critical  watersheds"   (page  251).     What  are  the  "critical  watersheds"  (in  more 
detail   than  on  Map  3)?     How  does  this  relate  to  full   protection  of  surface  WQS 
since  wgs  are  not  "watersheds"?     The  use  of  watershed  planning  for  cumulative 
Impact  analyses  and  as  a  mechanism  to  coordinate  site-specific  project 
priorities  and  objectives  should  be  described  in  an  Implementation  chapter  or 
appendix.     The  method  by  which  water  quality  will   be  an  integral  part  of  any 
activity  planning  should  also  be  included. 

A  higher  standard  may  apply  to  timber  access  roads  if  they  are  needed  for 
other  purposes  (page  12).  Some  roads  may  require  a  Clean  Water  Act  Section  404 
dredge  and  fin  permit  if  they  are  not  exclusively  for  timber. 
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Riparian  Areas  and  Wetlands 

He  commend  the  Preferred  Alternative  direction  "to  improve  all   riparian 
areas  to  a  condition  class  of  good  or  excellent  in  the  long  term"   (page  73). 
First  of  all,  we  suggest  a  thorough  description  of  how  "condition"  as  a  measure 
of  riparian  values  (not  just  vegetation  condition),  meets:     1)   the  BLM  Riparian 
Area  Management  Policy  "to  achieve  a  healthy  and  productive  ecological   condition 
for  maximtm  long-term  benefits";  2)   the  riparian  values  noted  in  the  Policy's 
background  statements;  and  3)  the  Executive  Order  11988  and  11990  requirements 
that  all   alternatives  "should  ensure  that  management  actions  within  wetland,  and 
flood  plain  areas  include  measures  to  preserve,  protect,  and  if  necessary 
restore  their  natural    functions"   (page  252). 

The  Preferred  Alternative  impacts  on  page  29  also  needs  to  include 
improvement  of  3,569  acres  of  fair  condition  riparian  area  to  good  condition  in 
order  to  be  consistent  with  the  riparian  impacts  described  on  page  73. 
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The  RMP/EIS  needs  to  describe  how  riparian  inprovements  will   be  achieved  in 
livestock  allotments  with  existing  management  plans  that  are  not  consistent  with 
the  RHP,  and  in  allotments  that  will   not  have  management  plans  and  which  have  no 
grazing  system  (relatively  few  of  the  allotments  in  Appendix  D-5  have  management 
systems).     Likewise,  only  nine  allotments  would  have  any  new  fencing  (Appendix 
0-6).     Consequently,   the  RMP/EIS  should  be  very  clear  about  the  conmitments  for 
riparian  fencing  and  other  measures  that  may  be  required  to  facilitate  the 
riparian  objectives  (in  more  detail    than  on  page  73).     The  RMP/EIS  appears  to 
not  address  management  of  unallotted  riparian  areas  (the  AUMs  "would  be 
allocated  to  wildlife  and  watershed  uses"   (page  11}).      In  order  to  document 
adequate  control   of  those  riparian  areas,  what  are  the  specific  management 
plans?     In  suwnary,  we  request  that  the  RMP/EIS  include  more  details  of  the 
over-all   wetland/riparian  area   restoration/management  plan  for  the  resource  area. 

Moose  are  associated  with  riparian  areas  and  adjacent  land  (page  151). 
Since  moose  habitat  is  decreasing  and  in  only  "fair"  condition  (page  145),  we 
request  that  Table  2  and  the  Affected  Environment  and  Environmental   Consequences 
chapters  deal  much  more  completely  with  moose  habitat  status  and 
management/rehabilitation  objectives  (similar  to  the  information  included  for 
other  lat~ge  wildlife  species). 

According  to  page  156,   there  are  7,138  acres  of  "riparian  habitat."     Yet 
there  are  26,220  acres  of  "floodplains,  wetlands,  and  related  riparian  zones" 
(page  49).     Because  the  latter  figure  is  so  much  larger,   is  the  7,138  acre 
figure  accurate? 

A  "wetland  update"  would  be  developed  as  part  of  the  East  Front  Aquatic 
Habitat  Management  Plan   (AHMP)   (page  54).     We  recomnend  the  RMP  clarify  where 
the  "East  Front"  area  is,  wetland  conditions,  and  protection  and  management 
techniques  and  standards  to  be  applied  in  detail    in  the  AHI*>.     Seventy  of  the 
New  Fork  Potholes  are  on  public  land  (page  156).     The  RMP/EIS  should  describe 
the  existing  condition,  management  requirements,  and  plans  for  these 
"potholes".     What  other  non-riparian  wetlands  are  there?     What  is  their 
condition  and  management  need?     We  were  unable  to  determine  that  the  RMP 
actually  addressed  the  allowable  activities/uses  on  wetlands  in  response  to 
Issue  3  (page  42). 

Grazing/Range  Management 

We  have  several   concerns  regarding  (W/EIS  direction  for  grazing  and  range 
management  that  should  be  addressed  in  revisions  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 


cessful  rehabilitation  exists  or  impacts 
would  be  temporary  in  nature."  Temporary 
impacts  would  be  increased  sedimentation 
levels  resulting  from  logging  activities.  The 
increased  sediment  levels  would  be 
expected  to  occur  from  1  to  2  years  after  log- 
ging, and  more  specifically,  during  spring 
runoff,  and  following  heavy  summer  rains. 
The  increased  sediment  levels  are  not 
expected  to  exceed  Wyoming  water  quality 
standards. 

Prior  to  allowing  any  clearcutting  or  equip- 
ment movement  in  the  100-foot  riparian 
buffer,  the  BLM  will  prepare  a  site  specific 
environmental  analysis  in  conformance  with 
NEPA  standards.  Actions  which  would  result 
in  sedimentation  levels  higher  than  the  Wyo- 
ming water  quality  standards  would  not  be 
allowed. 

19-8  Activity  planning  will  identify  specific 
objectives  regarding  health  of  aquatic  sys- 
tems. Maintenance  of  aquatic  habitat  and 
improvements  would  be  identified  as  individ- 
ual activity  plans  are  developed  to  fit  specific 
situations.  The  general  guidance  set  in  the 
RMP  to  maintain  and  improve  riparian  sys- 
tems would  be  applied  to  aquatic  habitats 
such  as  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout 
streams.  The  East  Front  Aquatic  Habitat  Man- 
agement Plan  (HMP)  (approved  August  11, 
1978)  set  objectives  including  improvement 
of  stream  channel  stability,  spawning  and 
resident  habitat,  riparian  conditions,  and  in- 
surance of  long-term  survival  for  pure  strains 
of  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout.  This  HMP 
would  be  revised  and  updated  to  include 
wetlands  and  other  streams  in  the  resource 
area  following  approval  of  the  RMP.  Existing 
conditions  would  be  inventoried  where  data 
gaps  occur  and  this  new  information  added 
to  the  data  base  currently  maintained  in  the 
Standing  Water  Inventory  and  Analysis  of 
the  Management  Situation.  The  current  infor- 
mation is  available  for  review  in  the  Pinedale 
Resource  Area  office. 

19-9  Salinity  above  the  Soapholes  area  is  about 
200  milligrams  per  liter  and  about  500  to  700 
milligrams  per  liter  below  the  area.  The 
intent  is  to  reduce  as  much  activity  as  pos- 
sible to  keep  erosion  to  a  minimum.  We  have 
no  control  over  irrigation  of  privately  held 
lands.  We  feel  that  the  intent  is  consistent 
with  the  other  RMP/EIS  objectives. 

19-10  There  are  not  many  opportunities  for 
doing  more  than  maintaining  the  present 
condition  in  the  Little  Colorado  Desert  due 
to  the  soil  types  and  relative  precipitation. 

Crucial  and  critical  have  been  used  inter- 
changeably in  this  text. 
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Under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  about  "98,552  acres  of  vegetation  would  be 
suitable  for  treatment  .    .    .   for  forage  production"   (page  72).     Will   this 
treatment  also  include  gully  control,   stream  stabilization,  and  high 
erosion  areas  (such  as  the  high  erosion  areas  described  in  Appendix  0-10)? 
Additional   RMP/EIS  documentation  is  needed  to  show  that  allocating 
"approximately  50  percent"  of  the  forage  increases  from  these  treatments 
for  wildlife  and  watershed  (including  WQS)   is  adequate  compared  to  the 
stronger  direction  of  Alternative  C  (pages  10,   72,  and  108).     This 
direction  is  further  refined  on  page  194  where  "50  percent  of  any  forage 
increases  realized  would  be  reserved  for  wildlife  use  and  watershed 
production"   if  "critical"  watershed  values  are  involved.     Fifty  percent  of 
the  vegetation  increase  may  or  may  not  be  appropriate.     We  feel   that  it  is 
more  important  for  the  RMP/EIS  to  set  resource  protection  standards.     Any 
future  allocations  to  livestock  grazing  would  then  be  designed  to  meet  the 
standards. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  would  maintain  or  increase  existing  grazing 
preference,  yet  "maintain  or  improve"  watersheds  and  riparian  areas.     How 
can  the  decision  to  at  least  maintain  existing  preference  be  made  when 
extensive  allotment  monitoring  and  planning  is  yet  to  be  done?     The 
potential    for  adjusting  stocking  rates  is  addressed  on  pages  289,   291,  and 
292.     The  RMP/EIS  should  also  clarify  what  "maintain  or  improve"  means  in 
terms  of  providing  watershed  and  WQ/beneficial    use  protection.     Maintaining 
existing  conditions  may  or  may  not  be  appropriate.     What  watersheds  and 
stream  segments  will   be  improved? 

Appendix  D-10  is  a  very  appropriate  RMP/EIS  discussion  of  1  category 
allotment  resource  conditions.     We  request  the  RMP/EIS  describe  more 
specifically  the  standards  to  be  achieved  via  activity  planning  for  those 
areas,  and  via  implementation/modification  of  other  allotment  plans.     For 
example,   the  Preferred  Alternative  would  "incorporate"  wildlife  and 
watershed  objectives,  while  Alternative  C  would  "enhance"  wildlife  habitat 
and  watershed  resources.     What  is  the  difference?     What  level   of  protection 
of  values/resources  is  required?     What  are  the  planned  ecological 
conditions  and  trends  (consistent  with  FLPMA  requirements  to  protect 
ecological    resources)?     We  could  not  find  that  direction  for    'maintaining 
or  improving  range  condition"   (page  195)   is  adequately  correlated  to 
resolving  existing  conditions.     What  are  watershed  stability  and  erosion 
control    standards  and  how  do  they  correlate  to  protecting  WQ/benefical   uses 
(or  correcting  impairments)?     Several   questions  under   Issue  3  ask  for  these 
types  of  answers  (pages  41-42).     For  example,  on  page  41,  "What  conditions 
of  use  are  needed  to  protect  water  quality?" 

The  discussion  of  chemical   spraying  of  noxious/poisonous  plants  should 
include  plans  for  tiered  NEPA  analyses.     We  do  not  feel   that  the  RMP/EIS 
adequately  discloses:     amount  and  location  of  spraying  locations;   types  of 
pesticides  planned;  options  to  such  use;  potential   effects  for  the  resource 
area   (in  more  detail   than  in  BLM's  Northwest  Area  Noxious  Weed  Control 
Program  EIS,  1985);  basic  stipulations  for  herbicide  use  (such  as  stream 
buffers);  and  correlation  of  the  spraying  program  with  grazing  control 
coifmitments  to  help  prevent  infestations/enhance  post-treatment  success. 
For  mining  and  chemical   control   of  vegetation.   EPA's  criteria  for  toxic 
rraterials  will   need  to  be  followed,  except  for  armonia,  benzedine,  and 
chlorine   ("Quality  Standards  for  Wyoming  Surface  Waters",  page  14).     How 
will   BMPs  be  selected  or  modified  to  insure  compliance  with  toxic  criteria? 
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Allotment  categorization  (page  287)  should  more  clearly  recognize  the  use 
of  impaired  HQ/beneficial  uses  and  unstable  watershed  information  in  the 
categorization  process. 


to  incorporate 
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Which  I  category  allotments  "would  be  modified  .    . 
wildlife  and  watershed  objectives"  (page  72)? 

Big  game  wildlife  habitat  appears  to  be  the  focus  of  the  wildlife 
discussion.     How  will   range  management  affect  other  wildlife  species  and 
habitat? 


Air  Quality  Standards 

The  major  impact  from  all   the  proposals  comes  from  flaring  of  gas  wells. 
The  flaring  of  gas  wells  produces  extensive  amounts  of  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2) 
emissions  that  are  not  controllable  and  are  hard  to  quantify.     The  SO2 
emissions  from  flared  gas  wells  can  impact  the  Class  I  area  of  Bridger  and 
Fitzpatrick  Wilderness  Areas.     Presently  the  State  of  Wyoming  does  not  operate 
any  SOj  ambient  air  monitors  in  the  State.     Therefore,  either  industry  or  the 
State,  may  have  to  develop  an  SOj  monitoring  program  for  the  area.     This  is  in 
addition  to  the  acid  rain  monitors  located  in  the  Bridger  and  Fitzpatrick 
Wilderness  Areas.     BLM  would  also  place  on  a  case-by-case  basis  "restrictions  on 
flaring  of  natural   gas"  to  reduce  sulfur  emissions  (page  48).     We  reconmend 
additional   clarification  to  specify  Wyoming  Air  Quality  Division  and  BLM  roles 
regarding  flaring,  and  the  coordination  efforts  between  the  two  agencies.     We 
would  also  like  to  see  this  coordination  effort  described  on  page  260. 

The  other  major  air  quality  concern  is  due  to  the  probable  construction  of 
gas  sweetening  plants.     Full   production  from  four  major  gas  sweetening  plants 
discussed  in  the  Big  Piney  EIS  calls  for  a  2.4  billion  standard  cubic  feet  per 
day  production.     Sulfur  dioxide  emissions  from  the  plants  are  controlled,  unlike 
flares,  but  they  still   produce  large  amounts  of  SO2  emissions.     These 
emissions  can  be  monitored  by  in-stack  continuous  emission  monitors   (CEM).     The 
gas  sweetening  plants  emit  their  pollutants  through  buoyant  plumes  that  can  be 
transported  to  the  Bridger  and  Fitzpatrick  Class  I  Wilderness  Areas.     PSD 
permits  for  these  plants  should  ensure  that  no  Class  I  violation  of  the  PSD 
SO2  increments  occurs.     The  acid  rain  monitoring  network  should  also  be 
increased  in  the  Class  I  areas. 

The  gas  sweetening  plants  also  produce  toxic  emissions  of  hydrogen  sulfide 
{H2S)  and  carbonyl    sulfide  (COS).     The  State  of  Wyoming  does  regulate  the 
H2S  emissions.     No  regulations  exist  for  COS  emissions.     Sweetening  plant 
design  should  insure  that  the  COS  plume  Is  buoyant  so  that  adequate  dispersion 
takes  place  before  the  COS  plume  impacts  the  ground. 


19-11  Thank  you  for  your  comnnent. 

19-12  Condition  classes  were  the  measures 
used  when  the  inventory  was  completed. 
Agency  policies,  other  applicable  guidance, 
and  the  state  of  the  art  have  changed  in  the 
interim.  The  objective  of  improving  condi- 
tion class  demonstrates  the  intent  of 
resource  management  activities  related  to 
riparian  areas.  As  specific  policies  and  stan- 
dards change,  monitoring  would  change  to 
cover  new  requirements.  The  intent  would 
remain  the  same:  to  improve,  maintain,  or 
restore  riparian  areas. 

19-13  A  text  change  has  been  incorporated  to 
redefine  our  riparian  management  objective. 

19-14  Fencing  is  not  always  necessary  to 
achieve  riparian  management  objectives.  Ex- 
isting allotment  management  plans  that  have 
riparian  concerns  would  be  modified  accord- 
ingly. Also,  riparian  management  guidelines 
will  be  considered  when  new  AMPs  or  graz- 
ing systems  are  developed.  Specific  riparian 
management  plans  for  unallotted  public 
lands  will  be  considered  on  a  case-by-case 
basis. 

19-15  The  statement  that  moose  habitat  is 
decreasing  and  in  only  fair  condition  is  mis- 
leading for  the  purpose  of  the  RMP.  Most  of 
the  moose  habitat  in  the  resource  area 
occurs  on  private  land  and  is  outside  the 
scope  of  authority  of  BLM,  since  the  private 
land  status  of  the  majority  of  moose  habitat 
constrains  BLM  management  options. 
Where  moose  habitat  occurs  on  BLM- 
administered  lands,  coordination  with  the 
WGFD  would  be  pursued,  as  with  other  large 
wildlife  species,  to  maintain  or  improve  hab- 
itat through  establishment  of  management 
and  rehabilitation  objectives. 

19-16  Flood plainsaretypicallylargerthan ripar- 
ian areas.  The  identified  riparian  acreage  is 
based  upon  the  best  information  available. 

19-17  The  following  clarification  is  reprinted 
from  the  East  Front  Aquatic  Habitat  Manage- 
ment Plan: 

Delineation  of  Management  Area: 

For  the  purposes  of  the  Plan,  it  will  be  nec- 
essary to  establish,  for  multiple  use  manage- 
ment, an  Eastern  Front  Aquatic  Habitat 
Area:  This  area  to  lie  from  the  U.S.  Forest 
boundary  on  the  west  to,  but  not  including, 
the  Green  River  on  the  east;  and  from  the 
southern  hydrographic  divide  of  the 
LaBarge  Creek  drainage,  to  the  Merna  Road, 
State  Highway  345,  on  the  north.  Thisencom- 
passes  an  area  of  approximately  55  by  25 
miles. 
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Special   Management  Designations 

The  EPA  coimends  the  Preferred  Alternative  plans  to  have  two  Areas  of 
Critical   Environmental   Concern   (ACECs):     Rock  Creeic,  and  Beaver  Creek.     Areas 
needing  ACEC  management  based  on  watershed,   soils,  WQS.  wetlands,   riparian 
areas,  or  municipal   water  supply  concerns  are  particularly  important  in  our 
RMP/EIS  review,      in  order  to  better  document  consistency  with  FLPMA  requirements 
to  "give  priority  to  the  designation  and  protection"  of  ACECs   (Section 
202(c)(3)),  we  would  like  to  see  an  appendix  that  describes  any  other  potential 
ACECs  recoranended  by  BLM  staff  or  others,   reasoning  for  not  including  in  the 
RMP/EIS,  and  any  special  management  the  areas  may  need. 

We  found  inadequate  information  on  current  resource  conditions,  values,  and 
trends  in  the  ACECs,  e.g..  UQS/aquatic  life,  watershed,  and  riparian  areas,   in 
response  to  FLPMH  requirements  to  "prepare  and  maintain  on  a  continuing  basis  an 
inventory  of  all   public  land  and  their  resource  and  other  values" 
(Section  201(a)l.     Without  this  information  it  Is  difficult  to  identify  what 
ACEC  management  is  to  accomplish.     For  example,  "quality  aquatic  habitat"  is  an 
objective  for  both  ACECs  (pages  23.  25).     What  is  "quality     habitat,  current 
conoitions.  and  needed  improvements?     Is  an  aquatic  life  beneficial   use  HQS 
impaired?     Only  14  miles  of  Beaver  Creek   (versus  twenty-two  miles  under 
Alternative  C)  would  be  managed  for  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  habitat 
(page  25).     Hill   an  aquatic  life  WQS  be  impaired  for  the  unprotected  six  miles? 
We  suggest  additional   clarification  that  objectives  for  ACEC  riparian  areas  are 
consistent  with  RMP/EIS  riparian  objectives  on  pages  73  and  252.     Logging  in  the 
Beaver  Creek  ACEC  "would  be  allowed  provided  that  no  adverse  impacts  would  occur 
to  the  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout"   (pages  26  and  86).     What  are  the  criteria 
for  an  "adverse"  impact  (consistent  with  beneficial  use  protection)? 

The  RMP  should  recognize  the  intent  for  developing  a  management  plan  for 

the  Rock  Creek  ACEC.  since  it  does  not  appear  that  one  exists.     This  should  also 

include  criteria  for  managing  livestock.     He  also  suggest  an  interim  resource 
protection  plan  for  both  ACECs  until    formal   plans  are  completed. 

Monitoring 

He  conmend  the  RMP  direction  to  initiate  a  surface  water  monitoring 
plan  (page  52).     Our  scoping  conments  requested  inclusion  of  a  comprehensive  WQS 
compliance  monitoring  plan  in  the  RMP/EIS  (in  response  to  43  CFR  Part  1610.4-9 
requirements  that  the  "proposed  plan"  establish  "intervals  and  standards"  that 
"shall   provide  for  evaluation  to  determine  whether  mitigation  measures  are 
satisfactory").     We  continue  to  make  this  request.         Due  to  the  technical 
complexities  involved  in  designing  and  implementing  a  monitoring  program  that 
adequately  links  management  activities  with  water  quality  (including 
antidegradation  requirements  and  other  narrative  HQS.   such  as  for  aquatic   life, 
as  well   as  numeric  WQS)  and  watershed  objectives,   the  RMP  should  be  quite 
specific   (similar  to  the  detail   on  rangeland  monitoring  in  Appendix  D-2)  about 
BLM  plans  to  conduct  monitoring  and  evaluations  to  determine  achievement  of 
water  quality  objectives.     This  resource  area  direction  would  then  be  applied  in 
site-specific  detail   to  new  and  existing  activity/management  plans.     We  request 
the  following  components  of  the  comprehensive  water  quality  monitoring  strategy 
be  addressed  to  the  extent  possible  (in  an  appendix)  at  this  level  of  planning: 
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0        goals  and  objectives  {including  effects  on  endangered  species), 

0         types  of  surveys  (long-term  or  intensive)  or  assessments  (including  habitat 
evaluations  and  biomonitoring)   to  be  used, 

0        parameters  and  frequency  to  be  monitored  and  their  suitability  in  achieving 
the  monitoring  goals  and  objectives, 

0        applicability  of  existing  assessment  models  such  as  COWFISH  for  assessment 
of  existing  conditions  related  to  attaining  or  maintaining  fish  habitat, 

0        management  and  environirtental   indicators,  e.g.,  aquatic  habitat,  macroin- 
vertebrates,  and  sediment  delivery,  to  be  used  in  assessing  impacts  of 
past,  ongoing,  and  proposed  activities. 

0        use  of  activity  monitoring  in  sensitive  areas, 

0        monitoring  responsibilities  of  BLM,  mineral   development  lease/claim 
holders,  and  other  state  and  federal   agencies, 

0        mechanism  for  monitoring  implementation, 

0        determination  of  adequacy  of  best  management  practices, 

0         reporting  requirements. 

0         aquatic  life  objectives,  monitoring  methodology,  and  threshold  levels  for 
modification  in  management  direction, 

0        the  feedback  loop  to  achieve  timely  modifications  to  activities  in  response 
to  monitoring  results. 

We  believe  that  monitoring  of  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  (pages  52  and  201) 
and  other  fisheries  (page  70)   should  be  an  integral   part  of  the  WQS  monitoring 
program  (since  the  trout  Are  part  of  the  aquatic  life  designated  beneficial 
use).     We  would  like  the  RMP  to  take  a  much  more  aggressive  approach  in 
budgeting  for  monitoring  as  an  essential   aspect  of  multiple  use  management. 

Ue  reconmend  that  page  54  and  Appendix  D-2  address  HQS  and  soils  monitoring 
as  a  component  of  rangeland  monitoring.     We  suggest  evaluation  of  a  reference 
stream  approach  to  monitoring.     We  would  also  like  to  see  a  description  in 
Appendix  0-2  of  the  WQ  monitoring  coverage/requirements  for  M  and  C  category 
allotments,  for  allotments  without  management  plans,  and  for  allotments  with 
existing  AMPs.     BLM's  coordination  and  consultation  effort  in  rangeland 
monitoring  (page  291)   should  involve  the  Wyoming  OEQ  when  surface  WQS  are 
involved. 


Management  objectives  are  specified  in  the 
activity  plan  which  can  be  reviewed  in  the 
Pinedale  Resource  Area  office.  This  plan  will 
be  updated  and  modified  once  the  RMP  is 
completed.  Currently,  the  plan  objectives 
include  insuring  long  term  survival  of  the 
pure  strain  of  Colorado  River  Cutthroat  trout 
in  Rock  Creek  and  Beaver  Creek  drainages; 
improve  stream  channel  stability,  improve 
spawning  and  resident  habitat;  and  to 
improve  riparian  habitat  condition. 

The  New  Fork  Potholes,  as  well  as  other  non- 
riparian  wetlands,  are  described  in  the  Stand- 
ing Water  Inventory  maintained  in  the 
resource  area  files.  Plans  for  these  areas  and 
management  requirements  are  being  estab- 
lished through  cooperation  with  the  WGFD. 
Wetlands  would  be  managed  in  accordance 
with  direction  for  riparian  systems  as  estab- 
lished in  the  RMP,  including  occupancy  stip- 
ulations, livestock  grazing  constraints,  and 
maintenance  or  improvement  of  existing  con- 
ditions. 

19-18  Treatments  will  include  erosion  and 
stream  stabilization  measures.  The  50  per- 
cent factor  was  intended  as  a  guide  to  esti- 
matingforageallocationsand  livestock,  wild- 
life, and  watershed.  Actual  allocations  will  be 
based  on  site  specific  analysis.  Textual 
changes  have  been  made  to  provide  clarifica- 
tion on  this  issue. 

19-19  Final  determinations  for  grazing  prefer- 
ence will  be  made  during  the  activity  plan- 
ning stage.  The  objective  for  riparian  areas 
will  include  the  maintenance,  restoration,  or 
improvement  of  those  areas. 

The  watersheds  and  stream  segments  to  be 
improved  are  those  with  problems  of  which 
we  are  presently  aware.  Others  will  be  eval- 
uated and  identified  through  the  specific 
activity  plans. 

19-20  The  specific  standards  (or  objectives)  for 
allotments,  wildlife  areas,  and  watersheds 
have  not  been  determined.  The  allotment 
categorization  process  served  to  identify 
whether  conflicts  did  or  did  not  exist,  and 
that  conditions  were  either  satisfactory  or 
unsatisfactory.  Monitoring  will  enable  us  to 
identify  specific  problems  which  will  guide 
us  in  developing  standards  and  objectives 
which  will  be  used  to  manage  the  specific 
areas  for  which  they  were  designed. 

19-21  Using  the  appropriate  EA  and  EIS  informa- 
tion and  guidance,  detailed  analysis  for  pes- 
ticide operations  on  the  district  are  per- 
formed annually. 

1 9-22  These  items  will  be  addressed  at  the  activ- 
ity plan  level. 
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19-23  Flaring  of  sour  natural  gas  is  regulated  by 
the  Wyoming  DEQ  (reference  memoran- 
dum dated  May  5,  1986,  Reporting  Guide- 
lines for  Well  Flaring).  The  DEQ  views  these 
emissions  as  abnormal  conditions  and  reg- 
ulates them  underSection  19of  the  State  Air 
Quality  Regulations.  All  flaring  activities 
that  emit  5  tons  of  SO2  per  single  incident 
or  50  tons  of  SO2  per  year  from  a  single  well 
or  field  must  be  reported  within  24  hours  of 
their  commencement.  A  sundry  form,  stat- 
ing the  amount  of  gas  flared  and  total  SO2 
emissions,  must  then  be  submitted  to  the 
state  government.  The  general  guidance 
from  the  state  is  that  there  will  be  no  venting 
of  H2S,  and,  if  flaring  is  used,  emissions  will 
be  minimized  as  much  as  possible.  The  BLM 
supports  the  DEQ  through  this  process  and 
through  reporting  and  sharing  pertinent 
technical  information. 

EPA  is  correct  in  asserting  that  the  state  has 
no  ambient  SO2  monitoring  program  within 
the  area.  The  suggestion  that  a  program 
should  be  started  should  be  taken  to  the 
Wyoming  DEQ  by  EPA  directly. 

19-24  As  EPA  is  aware,  no  PSD  permit  may  be 
granted  to  an  applicant  which  would  degra- 
date  ambient  air  quality  beyond  those  limits 
set  by  the  Clean  Air  Act  or  state  and  local 
standards.  By  definition,  no  violation  of  sul- 
fur dioxide  PSD  increments  will  be  allowed 
in  Wyoming  Class  I  areas  under  the  provi- 
sions of  Wyoming's  approved  State  Imple- 
mentation Plan.  BLM  will  endeavor  to  meet 
its  legislated  responsibilities  to  inhibit  viola- 
tions of  air  quality  standards  to  the  fullest 
extent  its  authority  allows. 

Acid  rain  monitoring  in  Class  I  areas  in 
southwestern  Wyoming  is  supported  by  the 
BLM  in  concept  and  deed.  BLM  supports 
and  operates  several  atmospheric  deposi- 
tion and  atmospheric  deposition  related 
monitoring  sitesinthe  Wind  Riverarea.  Mon- 
itoring in  the  Class  I  USPS  wilderness  is  not 
the  responsibility  or  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area,  it  rests  with 
the  USPS  and  is  beyond  the  rightful  scope 
of  the  RMP. 

19-25  Carbonyl  sulfide  (COS)  emissions  are  reg- 
ulated by  the  DEQ  through  the  emission  per- 
mitting process.  Although  there  is  no  Wyo- 
ming ambient  standard  for  COS,  the  DEQ 
sets  limits  on  emission  rates  allowed  for 
each  individual  source.  From  a  technical 
standpoint,  dispersion  of  COS  would  gener- 
ally be  enhanced  by  heating  the  COS  plume 
or  injection  of  the  COS  into  a  heated  plume. 
This  issue  should  be  discussed  by  the  EPA 
with  the  Wyoming  DEQ  directly  as  it  would 
be  a  requirement  beyond  the  authority  of 
the  BLM  to  apply  to  industrial  applicants. 
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•^efer  to  Air  QuaHty  Standards  section  for  air  monUoring  recorimendations. 


Other  Concerns 
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The  fourth  item  under  EPA  coordination/reponslbil ity  on  page  244  should  be 
■"J)!,  n'^  *•"  ^'^'^  "Assist  Federal   agencies  in  achieving  the  goals  set  forth  in 
NEPA.       EPA  has  the  same  responsibility  to  identify  any  concerns  on  the 
consistency  of  the  RMP/E!S  with  NEPA/CEO  requirements  as  other  agencies  or  the 
public  as  part  of  BLM's  public  involvement  process.     Also  on  page  244     the 
description  of  the  Uyoming  Department  of  Environmental   Quality  (DEO)     Mater 
Quality  Division's  role  should  be  expanded  to  describe  it's  responsibilities  for 
WQS  compliance,  and  NPS  and  water  quality  management  planning. 

~     We  recoranend  that  the  alternative  line  item  budgets  and  the  Implementation 
schedule  (refer  to  the  draft  San  Juan  RMP/EIS,  Utah)  be  included  In  an 
implementation  chapter  or  appendix.     What  is  the  linkage  of  the  budgeting 
process  to  implementation  of  RMP-identif led  projects?  Ue  suggest  that  the 
implementation  schedule  list  the  specific   inventories,  assessments     and 
management  plans  to  be  done  (in  priority  order!  along  with  targeted  schedule  for 
completion.     Of  particular  concern  to  EPA  to  have  included  are-     water 
quality /aquatic  life  assessments;  watershed  and  related  management  plans- 
salinity  control   plans;  cooperative  management  plans;  wetland  and  riparian  area 
inventory  and  management  plans;  groundwater  studies;   and  air  quality  studies. 

Extensive  site-specific  project  planning  and  Impact  analysis/disclosure 
111   be  done  under  this  broad  R«>/EIS.     We  believe  that  there  will   be  a 
continuing  need  for  public  and  other  agency  involvement  in  planning  some  of 
these  projects  (rather  than  just  having  the  analyses  available  in  the  BLM 
office).     The  strategy  for  this  Involvement  should  be  addressed  in  more  detail 
in  an  implementation  chapter  or  appendix. 

The  water  quality-related  coordination  and  consultation  with  other 
government  agencies  should  be  described  (In  an  implementation  chapter  or 
appendix).     We  suggest  periodic  Federal/State  inter-agency  meetings  called  by 
BLM  as  part  of  a  continuing  coordination  strategy.     Under  the  current  memorandum 
of  agreement  (I'lOA)  between  8LM  and  OEQ,  the  OEQ  prepares  a  biennial   Clean  Hater 
Act  Section  305(b)  water  quality  assessment  that   identifies  stream  segments  with 
significant  HOS  impairment,  and  those  segments  where  a  "high  potential   exists 
for  significant  impairment  due  to  present  and/or  anticipated  activities 
affecting  runoff  from  lands  managed  and  under  the  jurisdiction  of  BLM  "     The  MOA 
also  calls  for  an  "Annual   Meeting  and  Agreement  Review"   in  order  to  address 
goals  and  priorities,  and  to  "determine  prograrmlng  of  coinciding  allocations  in 
the  respective  work  plans  and  budgets  of  both  agencies."     We  request  that  an 
RMP/EIS  implementation  chapter  or  appendix  recognize  the  HOA,  actions  taken  in 
response  to  existing/potential    impairments  identified  In  the  305(bl  assessment 
Pinedale  Resource  Area  contributions  to  the  assessment,  planned  input  to  the     ' 
State  Section  319  Nonpoint  Source   (NPS)  assessment  and  plan,  and  coordination 
activities  under  the  MOA.     The  RMP  should  Identify  procedures  that  will   be  used 
to  ensure  consistency  with  water  quality  management  plans  for  the  areas  that 
have  been  completed  by  Wyoming. 
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The  new  Clean  Water  Act  amendments  were  passed  in  February  1987.     A  primary 
concern  is  the  new  NPS  control   program  (Section  319).     BLM  cannot  match  other 
Federal   dollars,  but  allottees,  private  land  owners,  and  private  organizations 
can  and  do  plan  to  participate  in  the  program.     Some  of  this  work  may  be  done  on 
BLM  lands.     How  will   BLH  participate  in  work  on  mixed-ownership  watersheds  to 
improve  water  quality?     BLM  is  expected  to  provide  an  assessment  of  condition  of 
their  water  bodies  to  the  State  as  part  of  the  assessment  phase  of  the  319 
program.     Additionally,   the  State  will   be  identifying  in  it's  31 9  management 
program  the  Federal  programs/projects  that  it  plans  to  review  under  Executive 
Order  12372  for  consistency  with  it's  NPS  management  program  (refer  to  Section 
316  of  the  new  Amendments).     BLH  involvement  in  this  process  should  be  described. 


19-26  The  process  of  identifying  potential 
ACECs  is  carried  out  in  the  Analysis  of  the 
Management  Situation.  This  step  occurs 
prior  to  document  preparation  and  includes 
the  criteria  found  in  BLM  Manual  1617.8. 
The  Analysis  of  the  Management  Situation 
is  on  file  in  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area  of- 
fice. 

19-27  Information  for  resource  conditions, 
values,  and  trends  in  ACECs  are  maintained 
in  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area  office. 
Parameters  for  quantification  of  "quality 
habitat"  would  be  established  in  the  ACEC 
management  plans.  Most  of  the  6  miles  of 
Beaver  Creek  that  appear  in  Alternative  C, 
but  not  the  preferred  alternative,  have  not 
been  shown  to  support  pure  strain  Colorado 
River  cutthroat  trout.  Some  of  this  area  in- 
cludes private  lands.  Activities  occurring  on 
BLM-administered  lands  would  be  condi- 
tioned to  maintain  or  improve  riparian  and 
aquatic  systems  even  if  they  do  not  include 
Colorado  River  Cutthroat  trout  habitat.  Cri- 
teria for  adverse  impacts  would  be  assessed 
for  individual  actions  as  they  are  proposed 
through  consultation  with  WGFD  fisheries 
managers. 

19-28  A  comprehensive  management  plan  for 
the  Rock  Creek  ACEC  was  prepared  in  1983 
and  approved  by  the  District  Manager.  Cri- 
teria for  managing  livestock  were  included 
in  the  plan,  which  is  available  in  the  Pinedale 
Resource  Area  office.  This  plan  would  be 
updated  following  approval  of  the  RMP. 

19-29  RMPs  establish  resource  allocations  and 
uses.  Management  objectives  for  water  qual- 
ity are  developed  to  ensure  that  certain  uses 
do  not  adversely  affect  water  quality.  The 
RMP  does  not  establish  specific  water 
quality  standards,  as  such  standards  are 
already  in  place,  established  by  the  state  of 
Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental 
Quality.  Monitoring  for  water  quality  is  usu- 
ally associated  with  individual  actions.  A 
comprehensive  monitoring  plan  for  the 
entire  resource  area  has  not  been  devel- 
oped. Such  a  plan  would  be  prohibitively 
expensive  and  would  require  a  great  deal  of 
interpretation  to  determine  what,  if  any, 
BLM-related  action  is  causing  any  changes 
in  water  quality  that  may  be  found.  For  indi- 
vidual actions,  we  find  water  quality  monitor- 
ing to  be  very  useful. 

19-30  Monitoring  of  Colorado  River  Cutthroat 
trout  populations  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
WGFD.  The  WGFD  provides  BLM  with  infor- 
mation necessary  for  management  of  habi- 
tat to  maintain  or  improve  populations. 
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19-31  Wyoming  water  quality  standards  and 
soils  monitoring  are  a  part  of  the  coordinated 
effort  of  activity  planning.  All  M  and  I  allot- 
ments will  be  monitored  with  appropriate 
consideration  given  water  quality  standards 
and  soils.  C  category  allotments  will  only  be 
monitored  occasionally  and  not  at  the  same 
intensity  as  M  and  I  allotments. 

19-32  We  recognize  the  responsibilities  of  other 
agencies  and  therefore  coordination  is  stan- 
dard operating  procedure.  Specific  responsi- 
bilities of  individual  agencies  are  defined  at 
the  project  level. 

19-33  One  of  the  first  steps  upon  completion  of 
the  RMP  will  be  to  outline  BLM  initiated 
actions,  their  respective  priority,  and  the 
budget  support  necessary.  This  information 
will  then  be  incorporated  into  the  annual 
work  plan  or  budget  process. 

19-34  We  agree  that  public  involvement  should 
continue  into  the  activity  planning  stage.  We 
will  coordinate  with  the  agencies  and  parties 
involved  and  invite  public  comment. 

19-35  The  BLM  consults  with  other  government 
agencies  on  a  continuing  basis,  especially 
on  individual  actions.  The  state  of  Wyoming 
is  responsible  for  water  quality.  The  BLM 
works  with  the  state  upon  request  to  ensure 
consistency  with  state  and  local  plans.  We 
have  not  described  all  memoranda  of  agree- 
ment and  coordination  mechanisms 
because  such  information  would  be  volumi- 
nous and  extraneous  to  reviewers. 

19-36  If  a  private  interest  received  funds  for  a 
Non-Point  Source  type  project  and  the 
extent  of  the  project  included  BLM- 
administered  lands,  we  would  give  any  assis- 
tance that  was  necessary.  Description  of  this 
involvement  could  vary,  so  we  feel  such  a 
description  in  this  document  is  unnecessary. 
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/JUL\  Marathon 
'■*^)  Oil  Company 


PO   Bo»  120 

Caspei,  Wyoming  82602 

Telephone  307/235-2511 


June  11,  1987 


E.I.S.  Team  Leader 

Plnedale  RMP 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  1869 

Rock  5prlngs,  WY   82902-1869 


Dear  Sir: 

Re:   Plnedale  RMP  Com 

One  key  area  of  conce 
Stipulations.  The  us 
acres  does  not  appear 
Disturbance  stipulatl 
CO  grant  exception! 
activities  where  tt 

Th^  plan  should  moi 
Che  Resource  Area, 
down  by  alternatlvt 
be  applied,  so  thai 
gas  leases. 


em  deals  with  the  use  of  No  Surface  Occupancv 
se  of  NSO  stipulations  on  approximately  40.000 
r  to  consider  the  use  of  less  restrictive  Surface 
ions.   Additionally,  the  need  for  a  plan  amendment 
to  NSO  stipulations  serves  to  further  delay 
hnical  changes  mav  occur. 

fully  summarize  and  depict  lease  stipulations  In 
A  table  should  be  Included,  providing  the  break- 
along  with  maps  showing  the  lease  stipulations  to 
the  public  will  be  aware  of  the  access  to  oil  and 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity 


Bradley  G.  Penn 
Land/Environmental  Coordln 


BCP:ii.g 
(87-M-365) 


Response  to  Letter  20 

20-1  The  areas  identified  for  no  surface  occu- 
pancy (NSO)  stipulations  were  analyzed  con- 
sidering less  restrictive  stipulations.  This 
was  done  primarily  in  the  early  stages  of  the 
planning  process,  in  the  course  of  devel- 
oping alternatives  for  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  The 
result  of  the  analysis  was  that  less  stringent 
measures  did  not  afford  the  level  of  protec- 
tion necessary.  Whether  or  not  an  amend- 
ment would  be  required  to  allow  an  excep- 
tion to  an  NSO  planning  decision,  depends 
upon  the  intent  of  the  decision  and  how  spe- 
cifically it  is  worded.  Recognizing  that 
Appendix  0-1  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  was  con- 
fusing on  this  point,  please  refer  to  the 
revised  Appendix  0-1  in  this  document  for 
further  clarification. 

20-2  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  note 
the  changes  in  the  text  and  Appendix  0-1  in 
this  document. 
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Boi  568 

Big  Plney  Wy.     63113 

June   10,    198? 

Kr.    DeLon   letter 
Burvau  of  Land   nuAgoaeot 
P.O.    Box  ?68 
Plnedale,    Wy.      829'*1 

Dear  Rr.    Rttten 

I   aa   sending  you  the  coaaents  of   the  Upper  Green  Mver  Cattle 

Association  on   the  Resource   Nanageaent   Plan.      We   hope  that   these 

coaaents   iflll    be  helpful   to  you. 


Sincerely  your a 


Biter  S.   Olson,    ftvaldent 

Upper  Green  River  Cattle   AsaodatloD 
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Toi      DeLon  Potter.    Director.    Flrn^dale   Resource   Area  of  the   Bureau  or 
Land  Management. 

Promt      The  Upper  Green  Hlver  Cattle   Assoclatltjn 

Subjecti      Resource   Management   Flan 

General   Commentsi 

The  Upper  Green  River  Cattle  Association  would  like  to  compliment  the 
preparers  of  the  management  plan  for  presenting  a  readable,  comprehensible 
plan. 

The  Association  feels  that  the  preferred  alternative  la  satisfactory. 
We  do  feel  that  It  Is  pro-wildlife.  This  la  the  alternative  that  wo  will 
address  in  our   specific  comments. 

Conuoents  on  Specific  Issuesi 

SUBFACE-DISTUHBANCE  RESTRIGTIONSi 

In  appendix  C-1  on  page  256,  second  pap.igraph,  under  Wildlife  Mltl- 
f;ation,  cinrlfl cation  is  needed  to  explain  that  grazing  and  nalntenance 
activities  will   not  be   restricted. 

2.      MirJRflAL  HANAGEMENTi 

When  It  Is  necessary  to  construct  roads  or  bury  pipelines  existing 
stock   water  developments   should    be  avoided. 


Ithln  one  quarter  of  a  mile   of  an 
performing    the  activity    should 
fftltl^ate   with    the   Association.      Tlils,    of   course,    applies  to  areas  where 
Association  members  are   Involved. 


If  a  mineral    related  activity  1 
area   where  cattle  gather  or   water   th 


WATERSHED      HANAGEriENT; 

Refer  to  page  52.      Building  more  reservoirs  would  reduce   soil   eroaio 
In   the  resource  area.      Reservoirs  would   also  reduce    the   salinity   contri- 
bution  to  the  Green  River  basin  water    system  while   providing  water  for 
wildlife  and  livestock. 

WILDLIFE  MAHAGEMENFi 

/?efrir     to     F'i^^    ^■^'^ 

Because   much  of  the    wlnt-r    t  mp"    for  deer  Is  on  private  landj    in- 
creasing the    Sublette   H'lle   De-r  herd    by  'lOO".  would    Inpose  a  hardship  on 
sum"   private   land    own-rs. 

There   should    be  more   flrjihilUy    In    wildlife   number  objectives   becau 
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tho  habitat  might  not  support  the  set  objectives.     The  Bureau  of  Land  nanago- 
■ent  should  Halt  the  nunber  of  -Udllfe  to  the  available  hahlt»t  the  same 
as  they  limit  the  number  of  livestock    to   the  availability  of  forage. 

The  Uyomlng  Game  and  Flah  Commission  estimates  of  numbers  of  deer  In 
the  R  M  P.    Is  Inaccurate  for  the   Sublette  mule  deer  herd.      The  Game  ana 
Fish  admits  they  do  not  know  what   the  nunber  Is.      We  feel    that  using  thes'- 
numbers  to  formulate  public  policy    without^ adequate    basis 
show  that  these  numbers 
B.N.  P. 


comment   to 
inaccurate  would  be  counter-productive  to  the 


LIVESTOCK  GRAZmG  WANAGEHEKT  AMD  VEGETATION 


Refer  to   page   9*.      Combining  or   splitting  allotments  should    be  done 
only  with  the  agreement  of  the  permittees  Involved. 

^~       Refer  to  page  72.      The  allocation  of  forage  resulting  from  treatments 
financed  by  Individual  permittees  or  by  the  graelng  board  should  be  allo- 
cated to  livestock  permittees. 

I  Refer  to  page  71.     If  the   sagebrush  canopy  Increases  In  the  future 

Imore  area  should  be  allowed  for  treatment. 

Refer  to  page  210.     The  Association  Is  pleased  that  the   Bureau  recog- 
nizes the  Importance  of  stock  driveways  to  some  permittees. 

J  I  Refer  to  page  U.     The  first  paragraph  should   specifically  allow  for 

continued  use  of  established  livestock  grazing  seasons. 

I Refer  to  page  ISU.     The  comparison  of  Bureau  of  Land  Management  graz- 
ing fees  to  private  fees  is  very  misleading.      You  are  comparing  two  entirely 
different  things.     On  B.L.M.   administered  lands  the  permittee  Is  only  get- 
ting what  grass  Is  there  and  must  do  most  or  all  of  the  maintenance  of  range 

8  Improvements  such  as  water  ami    fenc-s.      On  private  lands  the   water,    tenBOa. 
and   many   times   the  overall  mana<;emcnl   of    the  cattle    such  as  doctoring,    dis- 
tribution and  movement  from  pasture   to  pasture  Is  provided   by   the  land 
owner, 

f^      Refer  to  page  290.     On  many  allotments  accurate  counts  In  the  field 

9  would   be  Impossible.     Counting  would  have  to  be  done  "hen  the  cattle  go  on 
or  off  of  the  allotment. 


6.      WILD  HORSE  HAMAGEMENT. 


We  would  like 
the  resource  area, 
manage  these  horse 
moval  of   these  hor 


to  fully  endorse  the   removal   of  all    wild  horses  from 

The  B.L.H.  has  proven  In  the  past  that  they  cannot 
i  In  the  resource  area.  Many  of  the  reasons  for  r«- 
les  Is  addressed  on  pages  157  and   158. 


21-1  These  mitigation  measures  are  intended  as 
general  guidance.  We  do,  however,  recog- 
nize the  need  for  grazing  permittees  to  con- 
duct routine  maintenance  operations  in  prep- 
aration for  grazing  seasons,  and  these 
operations  will  continue  to  be  permitted. 

21-2  Standard  operating  procedures  require 
that  all  surface  disturbing  activities  be  eval- 
uated for  impacts  to  range  improvements 
(stock  water  developments).  The  allowable 
distance  of  a  surface  disturbing  activity  from 
water  is  500  feet,  unless  special  conditions 
require  a  lesser  or  greater  distance.  Also,  the 
timing  of  such  an  activity  may  be  restricted 
in  order  to  minimize  impacts  to  resource 
values  and(or)  uses.  These  would  require 
consultation  and  coordination  with  the 
affected  parties. 

21-3  Use  of  reservoirs,  impoundments,  and 
channel  devices  are  valid  ways  of  controlling 
sediment  and  salt,  while  providing  water  to 
wildlife  and  livestock.  Specific  locations  of 
these  structures  will  not  be  addressed  in  the 
RMP,  but  later  when  individual  activity  plans 
are  formulated. 

21-4  The  text  has  been  changed  to  show  that  the 
Sublette  mule  deer  herd  is  not  actually  being 
increased  by  400  percent.  Refer  to  Response 
17-1  for  discussion  on  habitat  and  popula- 
tion objectives. 

21-5  Any  adjustments  in  the  management  of 
allotments,  including  combination  and  split- 
ting, would  require  consultation  with  the 
affected  permittees. 

21-6  The  allocation  of  forage  made  available 
through  permittee  financing  will  be  per- 
formed according  to  federal  grazing  regula- 
tions. Consultation  with  the  affected  parties 
will  be  necessary  in  the  developmental 
stages  of  a  forage  manipulation  project  to 
insure  satisfactory  proportioning  of  the  addi- 
tional forage  among  the  contributors  (CFR 
4110,3-1). 

21-7  Underthis  alternative,  grazing  seasons  will 
remain  as  currently  established  unless  deter- 
mined through  consultation  that  adjust- 
ments are  necessary, 

21-8  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

21-9  Accurate  field  counts  can  be  made;  how- 
ever, allotment  size  and  terrain  type  usually 
dictate  the  best  inventory  method.  Counting 
through  the  gates  is  always  an  option. 
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7.      WILDEBWESSi 


10 


The   Aasoclallon   opposeH   dpsl«n.-ill(ip. 
restrictions  need   to   be   placed 
Is  causlnf^   the  nana^emont  probl 
deslgnalVn^  more  land  ae  Milder 


r-  land  as  Mlldernesa.  If  upeclflc 
rtaln  areasi  restrict  only  the  entity  that 
[)o  not  create  problems  where  none  exist  by 


8.      O.R.V.    HAHACr.'lENTi 


11 


The  Association  feels  that  th*  plan  should  provide  for  travel  to  perform 
necessary  fn^lntenance  In  restricted  areas.  Specifically  we  are  referring  to 
the   Mesa  Kldllfe  wintering  area. 

In   the  O.R.V.    open  area  any   fpnclng,    cnltleguards,    or  other  Improvementa 
should    be   the   responsibility  of    the    B.L.M.    to  construct  and  maintain. 


LAHDMANAGEM'-:  HT  AND  ACCESS   HAHAllEtENT  i 


^rt  Kl/:hts  "f  way  across  prlvAl^   \r\ndr,   should    not   be  o 

nation   l-.r  purposes  solely   related    to  recreation. 

10.      THREATENf^D  Al  .^-T^N  PANG  ERE  D  SlTCCIEGi 


btalned    by   conde 


Slnr»>   thare   Is  no  documented   evidence    to  Indicate    that    the  grey  wolf  or 
p,^]7.7^y  X-^HT  exist  within   the  planning  area;    we  are   opposed   to   their  Intro- 
ducUon. 


The  Upp'-T  Green  River  Cattlp   As 
we  could   support  alternative  B,    but  i 


elation  favors  the  preferred  allematlve, 
completely  oppose  alternatives  A  and  C. 


21-10  This  plan  is  not  proposing  any  new  wilder- 
ness area.  The  Scab  Creek  Area  was  pro- 
posed under  a  previous  plan  and  is  awaiting 
Congressional  action.  No  other  areas  cov- 
ered by  this  plan  have  been  recommended 
for  wilderness. 

21-11   Please  refer  to  Response  17-3. 

21-12  Please  refer  to  Response  11-9. 
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* 

P^^l^nJmjtlSCJilHlI^^ 

blue>Vribbon  coalition  inc. 

*7   >^          P  0   Box  5449,  Pocatello.  Idaho  83202     (208)  237-3460 

May     18,      198  7 

Delon    Potter,     Ar*«    htanagar 

Rock    Spr  iriBS    District    BLM 

Bo«     768 

Pinedale.     Wyo.     82941 

De*r     r*  .     Potter  ; 

On     behaM     o*     our     Uyoming     members     *nd     motorized     r  ecr  « at  1  on  i  s  t  s 
natlonyide     I    would     IIkc    to    comment    on    your     proposed    ORV    management 
Plan. 

1 

llKely    to    create    problems     than    to    correct    them.     More    open    areas    need 
to    be    designated    to    disperse    the    use,     thus     lessoning    the     Itv^ct  . 
Concentrating    more    and    more    motorized    recr eat  Ion  is ts     into    ewer    smaller 
areas     Is     liKely    to    cause    serious    degradation.     It     Is    my    understanding 
that     there    are    few    conflicts    and    no    environmental     reasons     for     the 
proposed    restr  let  Ions  . 

If      in     fact     there     are     any     user     conflicts     the     local     motorized     users 
should    be     allowed     to    participate     in     any     negotiations     regarding     their 

2 

Regarding    user    conflicts,     it    seems     that    some    users     are    very    quicK     to 
shout    conflict    when    they    are    assured    that    they    are    not     going    to    be 

recreation    be    restricted    as    ue    motorized    users    have    already    given    up 

Please    consider     carefully    before    you     initiate    unnecessary 

•- ^LUii^ 

ClarK     L.     Collins.,     Executive     Director. 

"Pr0$0rving  our  natural  ratourcas  tor  tha  public  instaad  of  from  tha  public  " 

Response  to  Letter  22 

22-1   Please  refer  to  Response  13,  paragraph  1. 
22-2  Please  refer  to  Response  13,  paragraph  2. 
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Team  Leader 
Pinedale  RMP 
P.  0.  Box  1869 
Rock  Springs.  Wyo: 

Dear  Sir, 


Wyoming  Wildlife  Federation 

P.O.  Box  106.  Cheyenne,  WY  82003 

307-637-5433 


June  11.    1987 


ng  82902-1869 


Please  find  enclosed  the  comments  of  the  Wyoming  Wildlife  Federation 
(HWFt  as  they  pertain  to  the  DEIS  of  the  Pinedale  Reaource  Management  Plan. 
Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment. 


'-f^'- 


ident  of  Issues 


WORKING  TODAY  FOR  WILDLIFE  S  TOMORROW! 


Wyoming  Affiliate  of  the  National  Wildlife  Federation 


Response  to  Letter  23 
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Com£ari3on_of_Alternatives 


1[I- 


What   I 
WWF 


more  be  done  to  restrict  timber  harvest  relative  to  riparian 
the  current  standards  used? 

uld  prefer  to  see  NSO  on  762,056  acres  of  big  game  winter 
1  restriction  as  opposed  to  the  427,810  acres  proposed  in  the 
preferred  alternative. 

From  P5.  Under  minerals  management  WWF  prefers  objective  of  alternative  C 
to  the  preferred  objective.  Under  C  there  would  be  "emphasis  on  providing 
maximxim  protection  and  enhancement  of  the  natural  environment."  Yet  this 
does  not  preclude  "efficent  development  of  the  mineral  resource." 

From  P7.  Under  Minerals  Management  (oil  8.  gas),  WWF  preffers  alternative  C 
tipulations  for  protecting  the  Colorado  cutthroat  habitat.  We  also  support 
further  study  of  10,000  acres  of  ACBC  to  determine  leasing  suitability. 

From  P8.  WWf  supports  maintenance  of  habitat  to  meet  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish 
populaton  objectives. 

From  P9.   The  preferred  forage  condition  is  better  than  alternative  C.   WWF 
upports  habitat  for  native  wildlife  above  the  habitat  for  ferral  horses. 

From  PIO.  WWF  prefers  alternative  C  for  any  forage  increases.   WWF  supports 
native  wildlife  aquiring  all  forage  increases. 

From  PIO.  WWF  prefers  alternative  C  for  implementing  AMP's  for  4  "1" 
llotments  to  enhance  wildlife  habitat  and  watershed  resources. 

From  PU.  WWF  prefers  alternative  C  which  allows  no  sheep  use  allotment 
conversions  on  crucial  deer  and  antelope  winter  range. 

From  P12.  WWF  supports  a  "wild"  horse  management  plan  for  the  desert  herd  area 
which  emphasizes  feral  horse  reductions  which  favor  native  wildlife. 

From  Pi3.  WWF  prefers  harvest  levels  of  alternative  C  at  12.1  mmbf.  This  is 
ly  if  it  can  be  shown  that  the  wildlife  habitat  and  populations  objectives 
n  be  met.   This  BIS  provides  no  pro-active  monitering.   How  will  you  be 

able  to  determine  that  you  are  indeed  meeting  wildlife  objectives'' 


From  P14.  WWF  prefers  alternative  C  or  a  harvest  level  that 
empirically  benefit  wildlife  in  crucial  elk  winter  ranges. 


uld 


eliminate  impacts  of  ORV 


From  P16.  WWF  prefers  alternatives  that  minimize 
use  on  wintering  wildlife. 

From  P19.  WWF  prefers  the  lands  management  objective  of  alternative  C. 

From  P20.  WWF  would  like  to  see  an  analysis  of  all  lands  "suitable"  for 
disposal. 


Comments  (WWF  1) 


23-1  Prior  to  implementing  any  timber  harvest- 
ing, the  BLM  will  conduct  a  site  specific  envi- 
ronmental analysis.  If  the  additional  analysis 
indicates  a  need  for  more  stringent  riparian 
protection  measures,  they  will  be  applied  to 
that  project. 

At  present,  no  standard  buffer  width  for  ripar- 
ian habitat  protection  exists.  Most  docu- 
mented studies  conclude  that  the  width  of 
riparian  buffers  should  be  based  on  ground 
steepness,  soil  stability,  vegetative  cover, 
and  distance  to  live  water.  The  100-foot 
buffer  width  being  applied  to  the  Preferred 
Alternative  as  well  as  Alternatives  B  and  C 
was  derived  from  an  American  Fisheries 
Society  Western  Division  report  ("The  Best 
Management  Practices  for  the  Management 
and  Protection  of  Western  Riparian  Stream 
Ecosystems")  which  states,  "at  a  minimum, 
equipment  should  not  operate  within  100 
feet  slope  distance  of  the  high  water  mark  in 
stream  courses."  The  BLM  application  of  this 
recommendation  is  more  strict  in  that  the 
buffer  applies  to  clearcutting  as  well  as  equip- 
ment use,  and  is  100  feet  from  all  riparian  hab- 
itat rather  than  just  from  the  high  water  mark 
on  stream  courses. 
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From  P21.  WWF  supports  retaining  all  public  lands  at  Cora  Y  highway  crossing 
at  the  South  end  of  Freemeont  lake,  and  at  other  important  big  game  migration 
route  areas. 

From  P22.  What  criteria  will  lead  to  road  closure  and  abandonmenf 

From  P23.2';,25.  WWF  prefers  alternative  C  to  the  preferred  ACKC  objectives 
and  actions. 

I ?P§c  1 9  _  C ompa r  i  s  on 

From  P28.   From  a  Watershed  sedimentation  standpoint  alternative  C  would  be 

a  better  alternative. 

From  P30.   WWF  prefers  alternative  C  for  unallotted  lands. 

From  P31.   WWF  prefers  alternative  C  forestry  restrictioDs  applied  to  the 
forest  base. 

From  P32.  WWF  contends  that  alternative  C  provides  better  benefits  for 
recreation. 

From  P34.   WWF  prefers  alternative  C  in  the  ACEC  prescription  which  provides 
for  maximum  protection  of  the  Colorado  River  cutthroat. 

R§0S?_9f_Alt:ernatives 

WWF  believes  that  an  alternative  should  have  been  considered  which  has 
no  oil  and  gas  leasing  ,  no  logging  and  no  domestic  livestock  grazing.  The 
information  would  give  a  good  maximum  wildlife  benchmark  value.  This  value 
can  be  used  as  a  comparison  for  multiple  use  alternatives. 

Wildlife_Winter_Range 

Which  definition  of  crucial  winter  range  for  wildlife  is  being  used  in 
this  DEIS''  Does  it  correspond  with  Wyoming  Game  &  Fish  "critical"  or 
"crucial"  as  proposed  by  the  Wyoming  Wildife  Society'' 

Does  the  WG8.F  agree  that  this  DEIS  will  protect  winter  ranges  in  the 
serverest  winters?  Should  critical  portions  of  the  winter  range  have  more 
rigid  stipulations  of  NSO' 

On  page  45  WWF  disagrees  with  the  statement  that  in  most  cases  oil  and 
gas  development  does  not  cause  damage  to  other  resources.   This  is 

founded.   Oil  and  gas  development  is  in  fact  especially  destructive  to 
Idlife  and  wildlife  habitat. 

On  page  151,  the  following  statement  from  the  DEIS  is  especially 
disturbing:   "All  of  the  indices  suggest  that  the  area  is  approaching  the 
eptability  threshold  for  continued  elk  use.   Given  exsisting  conditions, 
ure  cover  reduction  or  increased  human  activity  would  result  in  decreases 
affected  elk  population  through  lowered  animal  productivity  or  possible 
long-term  abandonment  of  impacted  areas." 

WWF  believes  the  above  statement  makes  it  imperative  that  a  more 
Idlife  conservative  alternative  be  used  on  the  Pinedale  RA.   Elk  do  not 

Comments  (WWF  2) 
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From  P.  194  in  allotments  with  crucial  wildlife  value 
forage  will  be  alloted  to  wildlife.   In  "crucial"  winter  r 
in  forage  should  be  allocated  to  wildlife  to  help  mitigate 
to  development  in  other  areas.   Oil  and  gas  activities  alone  will  reduce 
deer  crucial  winter  range  by  16\  elk  and  crucial  winter  range  by  9*  in  10  year: 
(P,192).   Increases  in  habitat  effectiveness  in  undisturbed  areas  should  be 
used  to  Biake  up  for  the  losses. 

~    We  would  like  to  see  seasonal  restriction  in  crucial  winter  range 
extended  to  the  levels  provided  in  alternatiave  C.   A  no  oil  and  gas 
development  in  crucial  winter  range  alternative  should  be  considered. 

Timber  Harvest 

Sanitation  and  salvage  timber  harvest  are  maintained  as  benifits  to 
wildlife.   WWF  would  like  BUI  to  identify  specifically  these  benefits  and 
where  they  will  be  accrued-   Is  it  possible  that  ground  disturbance,  loss  of 
mating  sites,  erosion,  etc.,  would  more  than  offset  any  benefits'' 

WWF  feels  that  Bl><  and  FS  standards  in  these  areas  need  to  be  uniformly 
or  cooperatively  applied. 

WWF  questions  the  advisiblity  of  logging  at  all  in  crucial  winter  ranges 
ause  of  the  delicate  balance  between  adequate  canapy  cover  for  security 
and  thermal  reasons.   Light  selective  cutting  may  be  all  that  could  be 
tolerated  where  this  balance  is  critical. 

When  habitat  effectiveness  of  timberland  winter  range  is  already 
reduced  by  oil  and  gas  activity  logging  should  not  be  allowed  to  ccaipound 
the  problem  by  increasing  disturbances  and  reducing  hiding  cover  and  canapy 
cover.   Also  when  oil  and  gas  activity  is  effected  before  canapy  cover  can 
be  replaced,  logging  should  not  be  allowed  to  reduce  habitat  effectiveness 
f  winter  range. 
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WWF  feels  the  preferred  harvest  especially  as  it  pertains  to 
ildlife  habitat  components  la  far  to  high! 


al 


WWF  bel 
Hill-Fontane 


es  Do_l9S^n2  should  occur  in  Graphite,  Riley  Ridge  and  Fort 
winter  ranges  and  feeding  grounds. 


Mom  ten  ng 

This  DEIS  totally  misses  the  boat  for  monitering  impacts  of  development 
on  the  wildife  resource.   Nothing  is  included  about  monitering  or  correction 
of  problems  identified  during  monitering.   For  this  reason  the  plan  falls 
way  short  legally  and  from  a  public  trust  standpoint.   If  WWF  is  off  base 
e  please  educate  us.   If  not,  we  hope  the  final  corrects  this  glaring  gap. 

BaOB§ -Management 

We  applaud  your  committeaent  to  consult  with  all  interested  groups  and 
individuals  prior  to  instituting  range  projects  (p.  243).  We  look  forward 
to  working  with  you  to  help  return  our  rangelands  to  maximum  production  for 
wildlife  and  other  uses. 

Conments  (WWF  3) 


23-2  Thank  you  for  your  comments  on  your 
choice  of  Alternative  C  over  the  Preferred 
Alternative.  We  have  considered  these 
options,  and  have  recommended  managing 
the  multiple  use  demands  on  the  Pinedale 
Resource  Area  as  outlined  in  the  proposed 
alternative  described  in  the  text.  Monitoring 
to  determine  if  wildlife  objectives  are  being 
achieved  would  involve  coordination  with 
the  WGFD  on  big  game  population  surveys, 
livestock  use  surveys  (including  utilization 
and  vegetation  trend),  riparian  habitat  trend, 
ORV  closure  compliance,  and  sage  grouse 
lek  surveys.  Further  discussion  of  planned 
wildlife  monitoring  is  presented  on  page  70 
of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  Land  reports  will 
include  analysis  of  suitable  lands  prior  to  dis- 
posal. These  analyses  would  be  available  for 
review  from  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area  of- 
fice. The  BLM  will  notify  the  public  of  pro- 
posed land  sales  and  provide  copies  of  indi- 
vidual analyses  upon  request,  prior  to  the 
sale.  Criteria  leading  to  road  closure  and 
abandonment  would  be  established  upon 
development  of  travel  management  plans, 
through  coordination  with  WGFD  and  perm  it- 
ted  users  of  the  BLM-administered  lands. 

23-3  These  alternatives  were  considered  during 
the  planning  process.  They  were  not,  how- 
ever, analyzed  in  detail  for  the  reasons  pro- 
vided on  pages  45  and  46  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS. 

23-4  The  definition  of  crucial  winter  range  used 
in  the  RMP  corresponds  with  the  Wyoming 
Wildlife  Society  definition.  Please  refer  to 
glossary  changes  in  the  text. 

The  WGFD  has  commented  on  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS  (refer  to  comment  letter  37).  Further 
explanation  of  WGFD  concerns  may  be  solic- 
ited from  their  offices  in  Pinedale,  Jackson, 
Green  River,  or  Cheyenne.  The  NSO  stipula- 
tion, if  applied  to  all  crucial  winter  ranges  in 
the  Pinedale  Resource  Area,  would  restrict 
mineral  and  other  resource  exploration  and 
development  to  a  level  that  is  considered 
unacceptable  in  light  of  the  multiple  use  man- 
date for  BLM.  The  guidance  for  NSO  (page 
257  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS)  requires  that  it  be 
used  only  when  other  mitigation  is  deter- 
mined insufficient  to  adequately  protect  the 
public  interest  and(or)  as  an  alternative  to 
"no  development"  or  "no  leasing."  The  RMP 
surface  disturbance  stipulations  are 
designed  to  meet  the  stated  objectives  for 
wildlife  habitat  management.  Surface  dis- 
turbance stipulations  have  been  determined, 
in  most  cases,  to  afford  proper  protection  for 
wintering  wildlife. 
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On  P.  70:   Under  vegatative  manipulation  activites,  how  will  these  areas  be 
treated?  Is  this  herbicide  or  mechanical?  Does  this  require  an  EA''  Whet 
wildife  trade  offs  occur  as  a  result  of  these  kind  of  treatments'' 


13 
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allotments  need  attention  in  fencing  pattern  design  and 
in  order  to  cut  down  livestock  impact. 
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Although  1/2  of  the  riparian  areas  are  in  declining  trend  {p.  253),  and 
many  allotments  are  in  only  poor  to  fair  condition,  total  AUM's  are 
apparently  expected  to  increase  without  first  reducing  livestock  numbers  to 
for  range  improvement-   This  objective  is  unreal ist ically  optimistic. 
WWF  supports  reductions  in  AUM's  to  allow  for  recovery  of  riparian  and  range 
conditions.   The  500  NSO  stipulation  for  riparian  areas  does  not  go  far 
enough  to  prevent  loss  of  cover  and  loss  of  water  holding  capacity  of  soils 
in  the  riparian  zone.   More  stringent  stipulations  are  a  must.   From  p.  75, 
a  100  foot  buffer  zone  for  riparian  areas  is  unacceptable. 

Allotting  50\  of  increased  forage  to  wildife  is  reasonable  since  more 
is  legally  allocated  otherwise. 

We  commend  Bl/1  for  allocating  AUM's  in  riparian  areas  to  wildlife  and 
watershed.   How  will  this  be  accomplished  without  undertaking  a 
considerable  amount  of  fencing  that  would  not  be  very  cost  effective. 

We  question  the  cost  benefit  ratio  of  50  miles  of  fence  planned  in 
the  preferred  alternative  especially  the  26  miles  planned  for  the  South  La 
Barge  Comm.  Unit. 

We  request  that  you  coordinate  closly  with  Wyoming  Game  8.  Fish  on  all 
Department  fencing  projects. 

WWF  supports  the  SIM   proposal  to  remove  the  LaBarge-Desert  herd  of 
wild  horses  and  allocate  no  forage  to  ferral  horses.   WWF  does  not  believe 
that  wild  horses  should  receive  priority  over  native  wildlife  species  within 
the  RA. 


Access  Management 

WWF  feels  the  plan  should  have  a  more 
aquiring  public  access  to  public  land  that 
pattern. 
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A  priority  list  of  access  easement  aquisitions  should  be  provided- 
Access  to  areas  with  high  recreation  potential,  especially  juxtaposed  to 
USDA  Forest  Service  holdings  should  be  pursued  as  the  highest  priority. 

The  access  maps  require  more  detail  about  land  ownership  status,  large 
solated  public  blocks  and  public  access  priorites.   The  maps  in  the  DEIS 
re  not  very  useful  for  the  public  review  process. 


There  needs  to  be  a  buffer  zone  between  the  ORV  open  area  near 
Pinedale  and  the  adjacent  deer  and  antelope  winter  range  from  Novermber 
to  April  30. 


Comments    (WWF  4) 
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ORV  and  road  travel  should  be  regulated  on  or  near  wildlife  winter  and 
birthing  ranges  and  in  riparian  zones.  This  is  especially  critical  during 
high  stress  periods  for  wildlife. 


WWF  prefers  management  policies  that  i 
on  wildlife  especially  wintering  wildlife. 

Special  Areas 

WWF  supports  a  wilderness  designati 
Wilderness  Study  Areas. 


mize  or  eliminate  ORV  impacts 


of  Scab  Creek  and  Lake  Mountain 
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ACEC  areas  in  preferred  alternative  should  be  designated  as  such  but 
managed  under  the  constraints  of  alternative  C,  with  special  attention  given 
to  NSO  stipulations  and  minimal  logging  activity. 

Recreation 

There  are  a  number  of  high  quality  recreation  areas  within  the  Pinedale 
RA  which  could  have  facility  expansion  to  meet  recreational  demand  while 
minimizing  resource  damage.   We  especially  refer  to  lake  recreation  in  which 
better  boat  launching  and  camping  facilitation  can  be  improved.   WWF  also 
thinks  too  many  prime  recreation  areas  are  open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing. 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Species 

WWF  supports  habitat  inventory  for  all  threatened  and  endangered 
species.  We  encourage  BIM  to  consult  with  Nature  Conservancy  on  rare 
plants. 


Connnents  (WWF  5j 


23-5  The  Statement  on  page  45  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS  states  that  in  most  cases  oil  and  gas 
development  could  take  place  in  a  manner 
that  would  avoid  unacceptable  adverse 
impacts  to  the  other  resources.  Some 
impacts  v^/ould  occur;  however,  the  degree  of 
impact,  whether  they  are  short  term  or  long 
term,  and  whether  they  can  be  mitigated  or 
avoided,  are  addressed  through  site  specific 
environmental  analysis. 

23-6  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  desire 
to  see  a  more  wildlife  conservative  alterna- 
tive implemented  is  noted.  This  option  was 
considered.  The  recommendation  to  man- 
age elk  habitat  outlined  in  the  Proposed  Plan 
is  based  on  the  multiple  use  demands  for 
BLM-administered  lands  in  the  Pinedale  Re- 
source Area. 

Mitigation  of  surface  disturbance  would 
generally  be  in  terms  of  modified  operations 
plans,  rather  than  monetary  restitution. 

23-7  Increased  forage  resulting  from  range 
improvements  would  be  allocated  on  an  indi- 
vidual basis,  depending  on  the  objectives  of 
livestock  and  wildlife  activity  plans.  Refer  to 
Response  11-5  for  further  discussion. 
Habitat  effectiveness  may  not  be  associated 
with  forage  availability.  Forage  increases  on 
crucial  winter  ranges  may  not  be  an  effective 
way  to  mitigate  loss  of  range  due  to  develop- 
ment in  other  areas.  However,  if  wildlife  ob- 
jectives in  the  RMP  can  be  achieved  through 
allocation  of  increased  forage  to  wildlife,  this 
option  will  be  considered  during  activity  plan- 
ning. 

23-8  All  identified  crucial  big  game  winter 
ranges  are  covered  by  the  seasonal  surface 
disturbance  stipulation.  Alternative  C  pro- 
posed extending  this  stipulation  to  include 
noncrucial  winter  ranges  as  well  as  crucial 
winter  ranges  (see  the  Glossary  for  defini- 
tions of  "crucial"  and  "winter"  ranges).  Alter- 
native C  was  considered,  but  the  decision  to 
stipulate  crucial  and  noncrucial  winter 
ranges  was  chosen  as  described  in  the  pro- 
posed alternative  (this  alternative  also 
includes  noncrucial  big  game  winter  ranges 
on  the  Mesa,  Miller  Mountain,  and  Bench 
Corral). 

The  no  oil  and  gas  leasing  alternative  was 
considered  but  eliminated  from  detailed  anal- 
ysis. No  oil  and  gas  development  in  crucial 
winter  ranges  was  also  eliminated  from 
detailed  analysis  for  similar  reasons  as 
explained  on  page  45  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

23-9  Paragraph  1  —  Assuming  that  this  state- 
ment is  in  reference  to  page  14,  paragraph 
4  under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  the  BLM 
is  not  maintaining  that  sanitation  and  sal- 
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vage  timber  harvest  will  always  benefit  wild- 
life but  rather  that  before  any  timber  harvest 
will  be  allowed  in  the  Fort  Hill  elk  winter 
range  or  in  the  North  Piney,  Finnegan,  or 
Franz  elk  feedgrounds,  analysis  should  indi- 
cate that  the  harvest  activity  would  benefit 
wildlife  resources.  Harvesting  that  would  not 
benefit  wildlife  resources  would  not  be 
allowed.  An  example  would  be  a  sanitation 
harvest  to  control  a  mountain  pine  beetle 
infestation  which,  if  left  unchecked,  could 
result  in  a  massive  tree  kill  and  subsequently 
a  significant  reduction  in  thermal  cover. 

Paragraph  2  —  Although  the  methodology 
and  terminology  differ,  most  of  the  preferred 
alternatives  in  both  agencies'  plans  concern- 
ing timber  are  similar.  The  U.S.  Forest  Ser- 
vice accomplished  their  management  desig- 
nation through  a  management  reference 
number  on  a  map  with  a  corresponding 
description  in  their  plan  text.  Much  of  th$ 
Forest  Service  timber  land  adjacent  to  BLM, 
especially  in  the  Wyoming  Range,  was  des- 
ignated 2A  which  means  these  are  sensitive 
wildlife  areas.  Because  of  the  wildlife  sensi- 
tivity, the  Forest  Service  projected  a  lower 
timber  harvest  level  than  those  lands  are 
capable  of  producing. 

The  BLM  has  recognized  these  as  sensitive 
wildlife  areas  and  also  projected  a  timber  har- 
vest level  below  the  area's  capability.  In  the 
BLM  plan,  the  amount  of  reduction  can  be 
verified  by  comparing  the  Preferred  Alterna- 
tive with  Alternative  B  (refer  to  Table  11  on 
page  75  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS). 

The  primary  area  of  departure  between  the 
BLM  and  Forest  Service  Plan  is  the  clearcut 
size  in  the  wildlife  sensitive  areas.  The  BLM 
uses  40  acres  as  a  maximum  clearcut  size, 
which  is  consistent  with  the  Forest  Service 
management  1  areas  but  is  not  consistent 
with  the  26-acre  size  limit  used  by  the  USFS 
in  their  management  2A  areas.  The  BLM 
chose  the  40-acre  figure  because  it  is  some- 
what of  a  national  clearcut  maximum  size 
standard  and  because  it  frequently  allows 
flexibility  to  manage  an  entire  insect  or  dis- 
ease problem.  It  is  not  our  intention  to  uni- 
laterally apply  the  40-acre  limit  to  all  clear- 
cuts,  but  rather  we  intend  to  set  individual 
clearcut  sizes  based  on  on-site  conditions 
such  as  stand  condition,  stand  configura- 
tion, wildlife  concerns,  slope,  soil  condition, 
the  proximity  to  riparian  areas,  and  visual 
concerns.  The  BLM  40-acre  limit  is  consis- 
tent with  the  clearcut  size  established  for  the 
Forest  Service  Management  1  areas. 
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23-10  Paragraphs  1,  2,  and  4  —  Timber  harvest- 
ing will  not  be  allowed  in  the  Fort  Hill  crucial 
winter  range  unless  it  would  specifically  ben- 
efit the  wildlife  resource  (see  Response 
23-9). 

The  Graphite  and  Riley  Ridge  areas  are  con- 
sidered available fortimber  harvesting.  Such 
activity  would  only  be  allowed  if  other  activ- 
ities, such  as  oil  and  gas  development  or  wild- 
fire, had  not  already  reduced  the  cover  level 
to  the  90  percent  threshold.  In  addition,  a 
comprehensive  environmental  analysis 
would  be  prepared  before  implementing  any 
timber  harvesting  activities  in  either  winter 
range.  The  additional  analysis  would  con- 
sider the  need  for  harvesting,  the  current 
wildlife  situation  (animal  numbers,  security 
cover,  escape  cover,  thermal  cover,  habitat 
effectiveness,  etc.)  as  well  as  watershed  and 
soils  concerns.  Should  the  analysis  deter- 
mine that  timber  harvesting  would  adversely 
disrupt  the  winter  range  environment  and 
not  be  consistent  with  RMP  objectives,  this 
action  would  be  denied. 

Specific  harvest  schemes  have  not  been 
selected  for  use  in  the  winter  range.  How- 
ever, the  methods  recommended  would  be 
based  on  the  harvest  objectives,  stand  and 
ground  conditions,  and  wildlife  and 
watershed  needs  and  concerns.  Alight  selec- 
tive cut  could  be  utilized,  as  you  suggested, 
in  at  least  some  harvest  plans. 

Paragraph  3  —  The  Preferred  Alternative  har- 
vest level  is,  in  part,  based  on  the  assumption 
that  wildlife  populations,  especially  elk,  have 
been  maintained  and  in  some  cases  even 
increased  with  the  timber  harvesting  and 
other  development  that  occurred  prior  to 
development  of  the  RMP  (1985).  Using  this 
assumption,  the  BLM  projected  a  harvest 
schedule  that  would  attempt  to  maintain  the 
1985  cover  levels.  In  other  words,  the  BLM 
goal  is  to  continue  to  provide  the  same 
amount  of  wildlife  cover  as  it  did  at  the  be- 
ginning of  the  RMP  project. 

23-1 1  Refer  to  pages  52,  54,  and  70  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  and  Response  23-2  for  discussion 
on  wildlife  monitoring  plans.  Further  moni- 
toring of  impacts  from  development  on  the 
wildlife  resource  may  occur  as  funding 
becomes  available,  both  from  federal  and 
development  sources.  For  example,  Exxon 
Inc.  has  funded  and  conducted  intensive 
monitoring  of  the  effects  of  the  Riley  Ridge 
Natural  Gas  Project  on  wildlife. 

23-12  The  areas  listed  on  page  70  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  would  generally  be  treated  by  pre- 
scribed burning.  However,  if  economic  ben- 
efits exceed  expense,  other  methods,  such 
as  mechanical  or  chemical  treatments  may 
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be  employed.  An  environmental  analysis 
would  be  prepared  prior  to  treatment  and 
wildlife  considerations  (or  trade  offs)  would 
be  addressed  in  the  analysis. 

23-13  Fences  and  other  structures  or  improve- 
ments designed  for  managing  riparian  areas 
must  adhere  to  approved  specifications. 
These  will  be  addressed  when  specific  ripar- 
ian management  programs  are  developed. 
Reductions  in  AUMs  may  be  considered  if 
monitoring  determines  this  fits  the  prescrip- 
tion for  obtaining  riparian  management 
objectives. 

The  500-foot  stipulation  is  intended  as  a 
guideline.  Each  area  would  be  evaluated  on 
a  case-by-case  basis.  The  1 00-foot  buffer  for 
timber  activities  applies  only  to  actual  cut- 
ting operations  and  not  road  construction. 
Refer  to  Response  23-1  foradditional  discus- 
sion on  100-foot  buffer  criteria. 

23-14  In  some  areas,  fences  already  exist  which 
can  be  used  to  control  the  amount  of  live- 
stock use  in  riparian  areas.  Grazing  systems 
may  also  be  developed  that  will  set  limits  on 
the  allowable  use  of  riparian  vegetation  by 
livestock.  And  in  some  cases,  new  fencing 
projects  may  be  necessary  to  achieve  ripar- 
ian management  objectives. 

23-15  A  cost  benefit  analysis  will  be  performed 
prior  to  construction  of  all  range  improve- 
ment projects  at  the  activity  plan  level.  Coor- 
dination with  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish 
Department  (as  well  as  all  affected  parties) 
is  required  in  the  planning  and  development 
of  range  and  wildlife  improvement  projects. 

23-16  The  RMP  is  a  broad  based  document  that 
identifies  needs.  As  opportunities  arise  to 
acquire,  sell,  or  exchange  lands,  much  more 
indepth  studies  and  route  analysis  would  be 
made.  Opportunities  cannot  be  easily  listed 
by  priority.  Exact  access  or  road  locations 
are  not  identified  for  public  access  to  an  area 
and  may  not  coincide  with  existing  tracks  or 
roads.  Larger  scale,  more  detailed  maps  of 
identified  areas  of  access  needs  are  available 
in  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area  office  for  pub- 
lic review. 

23-17  We  do  not  use  buffer  zones  because  that 
type  of  area  usually  falls  into  one  of  the  cate- 
gories being  limited  and  is  not  needed  as  a 
special  zone.  Exact  boundaries  of  open  and 
limited  ORV  areas  will  be  established  in  ac- 
tivity plans  which  will  be  available  for  public 
review. 

Restricted  travel  areas  are  delineated  on  the 
revised  ORV  map  (Map  10)  and  provisions 
are  made,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  Wyo- 
ming Game  and  Fish  Department,  for  limit- 
ing or  stopping  ORV  travel  in  areas  critical 
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to  wildlife  during  severe  winters  or  for  other 
conflicts.  Please  also  refer  to  Response  13. 

23-18  See  page  56,  recreation  nnanagement 
common  to  all  alternatives;  and  page  79,  pre- 
ferred alternative  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 
Boulder  Lake,  the  only  lake  within  BLM  juris- 
diction, is  scheduled  for  both  camping  and 
boating  improvements.  The  BLM  is  fully 
aware  of  the  lake's  underutilized  and  under- 
developed recreation  potential  and  the  plan 
directs  improvement.  A  development  plan 
will  be  prepared  with  the  intent  to  establish 
boat  launching,  day  use,  and  camping  facil- 
ities. 

Page  66  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  calls  for  585 
acres  of  developed  and  semideveloped  rec- 
reation sites  to  be  withheld  from  surface 
occupancy  by  oil  and  gas  activities.  Addi- 
tional stipulations  may  be  applied  on  a  case- 
by-case  basis  when  an  application  for  permit 
to  drill  is  filed. 

The  Scab  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Area  is 
awaiting  action  by  Congress.  It  has  been  rec- 
ommended for  wilderness  in  previous  BLM 
plans.  The  Lake  Mountain  area  has  not  been 
recommended  for  wilderness  and  is  also 
awaiting  final  action  by  Congress.  Both 
areas  were  addressed  in  previous  plans  and 
the  wilderness  EIS  and  are  not  further 
addressed  in  this  plan.  Interim  management 
guidel  ines  for  wildernessareasawaiting  Con- 
gressional action  are  being  followed  for  man- 
agement of  both  areas. 

Refer  to  text  changes  in  the  Proposed  Plan 
for  minerals  development  and  NSO  stipula- 
tions relative  to  ACEC  management. 

23-19  Thank  you  for  your  comment  and  support 
for  inventory  of  all  threatened  and  endan- 
gered species.  The  Nature  Conservancy  will 
be  consulted  on  rare  plants. 
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Response  to  Letter  24 

Thank  you  for  your  comments. 


I860  Lincoln  Street.  Suite  404  •  Oenv. 


June  15,    1987 


.Colorado  80295 
303/860-0099 


Ms.  fienee  Dana 

Pinedale  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 

Rock  Springs  District  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  1869 

Rock  Springs,  WY  82902-1869 

Dear  Ms.  Dana: 

On  behalf  of  ttie  Rocky  Mountain  Oil  and  Gas  Association  (RMOGA),  I  would 
like  to  submit  the  following  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  and  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  for  the  Pinedale  Resource 
Area  in  the  BLM  Rock  Springs  District,  Wyoming.  RMOGA  is  a  trade  association 
with  hundreds  of  members  who  account  for  more  than  901  of  the  oil  and  gas 
exploration,  production  and  transportation  activities  in  the  Rocky  Mountain 
West.  Consequently,  we  are  vitally  concerned  with  the  manner  in  which  the  BLM 
plans  to  manage  pulilic  lands. 

"  Of  primary  concern  is  the  BLM's  excessive  use  of  No  Surface  Occupancy  (NSO) 
stipulations  throughout  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area.  While  we  understand  that 
the  Pinedale  RA  may  contain  many  sensitive  environmental  features  which  may 
require  special  consideration  and  protection,  we  believe  that  in  most  situations 
it  would  be  entirely  appropriate  for  the  BLM  to  utilize  the  Surface  Disturbance 
Mitigation  measures  described  in  Appendix  C-1.  This  is  not  to  say  that  we 
entirely  support  the  severe  constraints  outlined  in  the  Surface  Disturbance 
Mitigation  measures.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  our  opinion  that  the  BLM  has 
uniformly  applied  excessive  standards  to  oil  and  gas  operations  in  these 
guidelines.  Nevertheless,  we  do  support  the  waiver  provision  which  states  that 
these  measures  may  be  modified  as  appropriate  and  approved  in  writing  bv  the 
Authorized  Officer. 

However,  we  are  extremely  concerned  that  all  exceptions  to  the  NSO 
stipulation  must  be  made  only  with  approval  granted  by  the  State  Director 
through  a  land  use  plan  amendment.  First,  this  wording  differs  significantly 
from  the  final  Wyoming  stipulations  we  received  from  the  Wyoming  BLM  State 
Office.  According  to  the  State  Office,  an  NSO  stipulation  may  be  waived  by  the 
State  Director  or  through  a  land  use  plan  amendment.  We  are  concerned  that  the 
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25-1  The  no  surface  occupancy  restriction 
(NSO)  was  not  recommended  for  applica- 
tion unless  other  less  stringent  measures 
were  found  to  be  inadequate  to  meet 
resource  objectives  (please  see  Response 
20-1  and  Appendix  C-1  in  this  document). 

25-2  Please  note  Response  20-1  and  Appendix 
C-1  in  this  document.  It  should  be  under- 
stood that,  "if"  a  land  use  plan  amendment 
is  necessary,  the  State  Director  is  the  signing 
official,  just  as  he  is  for  the  original  plan.  As 
indicated  in  the  referenced  materials,  a 
waiver  of,  or  exception  to  this  restriction  and 
whether  or  not  a  plan  amendment  is  needed, 
is  dictated  by  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
planning  decision,  not  by  "who"  does  it. 
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page  two 


requirement  of  a  plan  amendment  would  only  serve  to  delay  and  unnecessari ly 
constrain  the  decision-making  process.  It  also  undermines  the  authority  of  the 
local  or  district-level  managers  who  are  responsible  for  making  reasonable 
decisions  regarding  appropriate  management  practices  in  the  Resource  Area.  It 
should  be  determined  on  a  case-by-case  basis  whether  an  NSO  restriction  is 
actually  necessary.  If  it  is  determined  that  an  operation  can  be  conducted 
satisfactorily,  a  waiver  of  the  stipulation  should  be  granted  with  a  minimum  of 
delay  and  without  the  complicated  procedure  described  in  the  plan. 

Furthermore,  we  believe  an  amendment  of  the  plan  is  unnecessary  for  purposes 
of  waiving  a  stipulation.  We  believe  this  formal  process  would  be  redundant 
since  the  public  will  already  have  been  involved  in  the  planning  process  and 
afforded  an  opportunity  to  connent  on  BLM  procedures  for  determining  appropriate 
surface  mitigation  measures  embodied  in  the  plan.  If,  after  the  plan  has  been 
implemented,  a  company  can  prove  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  BLM  that  it  can 
conduct  its  operations  in  a  sound  environmental  manner  whi le  uti 1 izing  the 
surface,  it  is  the  SLM's  responsibility  as  land  manager  to  make  stipulation 
waiver  decisions  using  the  Bureau's  expertise  and  qualified  personnel.  The 
public  cannot  be  relied  upon  to  make  these  decisions  for  the  BLM.  Therefore,  we 
are  strongly  opposed  to  this  procedure  and  to  the  broad  use  of  NSO  stipulations 
throughout  the  Resource  Area. 

After  reviewing  the  planning  documents,  it  is  apparent  that  the  Planning 
Team  has  applied  NSO  restrictions  on  a  much  broader  basis  in  the  RA  than  Surface 
Disturbance  Mitigation  measures.  The  BLM  has  been  directed  by  the  Interior 
Board  of  Land  Appeals  (I6LA)  not  to  utilize  this  restrictive  stipulation 
arbitrarily.  The  IBLA's  Robert  G.  Lynn  decision  (75  IBLA  383)  requires  the  BLM 
to  consider  whether  less  restrictive  measures  than  No  Surface  Occupancy  would  be 
sufficient  to  protect  the  public  interest.  Specifically,  the  IBLA  maintains 
that  an_N$0  _  stipulation  should  only  be  used  as  a  last  resort  and  that  the 
necessity  for  such  a  restriction  must  be  documented.  This  same  direction  is 
contained  Tn  the  BLM' s  Supplemental  Program  Guidance  for  Energy  and  Mineral 
Resources.  Consequently,  it  is  essential  that  the  BLM  fully  disclose  its 
rationale  for  the  wide  use  of  the  NSO  stipulation  on  areas  which  could  be 
protected  by  less  restrictive  means  because  the  planning  documents  themselves  do 
not  provide  adequate  justification. 

~  We  are  confused  by  the  discussion  on  Page  189  which  states,  "leasing  the 
entire  Rock  Creek  ACEC  with  a  no  surface  occupancy  provision  would  allow  the 
development  of  an  estimated  1.25  trillion  cubic  feet  of  CO2  and  methane, 
depending  upon  accessibility".  The  BLM  further  states  that  access  would  be 
available  only  by  directional  or  off-site  drilling  because  the  11,000  acres 
surrounding  the  ACEC  would  also  be  leased  with  a  no  surface  occupancy 
requirement.  It  is  further  indicated  that  drilling  distances  into  the  ACEC 
would  be  as  much  as  3  miles.   While  the  BLM  admits  that  further  study  may 
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indicate  areas  where  occupancy  could  occur,  it  certainly  seems  clear  that  very 
little,  if  any,  production  will  occur  from  those  deposits  located  within  or 
surrounding  the  ACEC.  It  appears  the  BLM  is  trying  to  cloud  the  real 
issue--whether  the  area  is  actually  available  for  production  of  the  resources. 
In  reality,  under  the  restrictions  imposed  by  the  BLM  it  is  not  available,  and 
the  BLM  should  state  the  situation  in  clear,  concise  terms.  The  purpose  of  the 
discussion  is  to  indicate  the  actual  1 ikel ihood  of  any  production  from  this 
area.  BLM  has  failed  to  do  this. 

An  additional  comment  regarding  the  Rock  Creek  ACEC  relates  to  the  purported 
objective  of  the  designation--protection  of  the  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout 
habitat  with  emphasis  placed  on  maintenance  and  improvement  of  aquatic  habitat 
and  the  elk  winter  range.  First,  we  find  it  unsupportable  that  the  BLM  must 
protect  the  entire  ACEC  with  an  NSO  stipulation  for  purposes  of  maintaining  and 
improving  aquatic  habitat.  The  implication  that  protection  or  improvement  of 
aquatic  habitat  requires  over  5,200  acres  is,  without  a  doubt,  excessive.  The 
BLM  already  stipulates  in  its  Mitigating  Measures  that  no  activity  can  take 
place  within  500  feet  of  the  creek.  The  BLM  clearly  has  entirely  suitable 
mitigation  measures  to  protect  the  qualities  of  the  ACEC  without  resorting  to  an 
NSO  stipultation. 

In  addition,  we  strongly  object  to  the  application  of  NSO  on  the  11,000 
acres  of  surrounding  elk  winter  range.  This  requirement  is  hardly  justifiable 
and  seems  arbitrary  and  capricious  when  a  seasonal  stipulation  would  certainly 
adequately  protect  wintering  elk.  The  BLM  has  gone  to  great  lengths  to  curtail 
oil  and  gas  activities  in  the  ACEC  and  surrounding  area,  but  the  decisions  to  do 
so  lack  adequate  justification  in  the  planning  document.  The  BLM  must  provide 
adequate  justification  that  an  NSO  stipulation  is  essential  in  an  area  which 
would  normally  be  subject  to  a  seasonal  stipulation.  Moreover,  if  it  were 
determined  that  an  NSO  restriction  should  be  lifted  due  to  the  absence  of  the 
elk,  for  example,  the  lengthy  process  the  BLM  is  proposing  to  use  to  waive 
stipulations  may  well  cause  the  drilling  window  to  lapse  due  to  significant 
delays  in  the  decision-making  process.  In  our  opinion,  the  BLM  must  change  this 
stipulation  to  a  seasonal  constraint  in  order  to  provide  necessary  flexibility. 

While  it  may  be  that  the  Rock  Creek  ACEC  and  the  surrounding  11,000  acres 
contain  deposits  of  deep  gas  which  could  result  in  longer  drilling  periods,  this 
IS  not  a  justification  for  an  NSO  stipulation.  The  area  should  be  leased,  and 
with  less  restrictive,  justifiable  stipulations.  As  you  are  well  aware,  the  BLM 
has  an  additional  opportunity  to  prescribe  mitigative  actions  when  an  APD  has 
been  filed.  Any  additional  protection  measures  which  may  be  required  will  be 
determined  through  a  site-specific  analysis  of  the  proposal.  In  addition,  most 
leases  do  not  experience  any  type  of  oil  and  gas  activity;  therefore,  the 
chances  that  a  drilling  proposal  will  be  made  are  relatively  slim.  It  does  not 
seem  appropriate  to  close  off  an  area  on  such  an  arbitrary  basis. 


25-3  The  no  surface  occupancy  (NSO)  mitiga- 
tion has  not  been  applied  on  a  broader  basis 
than  the  no  surface  disturbance  restriction. 

The  no  surface  disturbance  guidelines  were 
applied  to  the  proposed  NSO  areas  and  ana- 
lyzed through  the  analysis  of  the  manage- 
ment situation  and  somewhat  through  the 
alternatives.  The  analysis  indicated  that 
resource  management  objectives  could  not 
be  met  with  less  stringent  measures.  Thus, 
NSO  was  applied.  The  most  restrictive  rec- 
ommendation, that  of  no  leasing,  was  not 
deemed  necessary  although  current  manage- 
ment for  the  Rock  Creek  ACEC  is  just  that 
-  no  leasing.  The  RMP  recommendation 
would  change  this  to  NSO. 

Rationale  for  recommendations  is  not  pre- 
sented. Rationale  is  generally  reserved  for 
the  Record  of  Decision.  At  this  time,  no  deci- 
sions have  been  made,  only  recommenda- 
tions, with  the  intention  that  public  comment 
would  aid  in  the  formulation  of  decisions.  In 
the  planning  process,  the  analysis  of  the  man- 
agement situation  provides  the  resource 
data  and  details  leading  up  to  the  alterna- 
tives presented  in  the  draft  RMP.  Due  to  its 
length  and  complexity,  we  are  unable  to  print 
this  information.  However,  it  is  available  for 
review  in  our  Pinedale  Resource  Area  office. 

25-4  Access  to  the  north  and  northeastern  por- 
tion of  the  ACEC  would  be  available  despite 
the  NSO  restriction.  Drilling  in  the  Graphite 
Unit  area  to  the  northeast  would  allow  for  par- 
tial drainage  of  the  ACEC,  while  directional 
drilling  on  the  northwestern  edge  of  the 
ACEC  would  allow  additional  access  and 
drainage  of  reserves.  Directional  drilling  dis- 
tances of  between  Va  to  1  mile  would  be 
required  from  selected  sites  on  the  north- 
west. The  ongoing  leasing/wildlife  evalua- 
tion will  determine  specific  sites  and  availabil- 
ity. 

Please  refer  to  the  Proposed  Plan  for 
changes  and  additional  explanation. 

Physical  characteristics  of  the  Rock  Creek 
ACEC  require  that  no  surface  occupancy  be 
allowed  within  its  entirety  in  order  to  protect 
aquatic  habitat.  The  ACEC  encompasses  a 
1,200-  to  1,400-foot  deep,  very  steep-sided 
valley.  Slopes  greater  than  45  percent  are 
common  to  most  of  the  area.  The  standard 
mitigating  measure,  i.e.,  no  activity  within 
500  feet  of  the  creek,  is  completely  inade- 
quate protection  for  the  ACEC.  Any  surface 
disturbance  would  risk  aquatic  habitat  deg- 
radation. 

25-5  Please  refer  to  the  Proposed  Plan  and 
Response  25-4.  The  Proposed  Plan  has  been 
modified  to  analyze  the  affected  area  in 
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Another  point  we  would  like  to  address  is  the  lack  of  a  composite  display  of 
the  various  restrictions  in  table  form.  This  particular  display  of  information 
required  by  the  BLM  Supplemental  Planning  Guidance  for  Fluid  Minerals  which 
was  finalized  last  year  and  recently  released  to  the  public  by  the  BLM  Director. 
The  purpose  of  such  a  display  is  to  help  the  public  and  others  to  determine  the 
decisions  reflected  in  the  plan.  It  is  extremely  inconvenient  for  the  public  to 
have  to  go  through  the  Pinedale  DEIS  page  by  page  in  an  effort  to  add  up  all  the 
different  access  restriction  categories,  especially  when  they  do  not  add  up 
properly.  We  strongly  recommend  that  the  BLM  include  a  table  in  the  Final  EIS 
which  denotes  how  many  acres  are  subject  to  closures,  NSO  stipulations.  Surface 
Disturbance  Mitigation  measures,  seasonal  restrictions,  and  standard  operating 
procedures.  The  table  should  provide  this  information  by  alternative.  Such 
nformation  would  facilitate  the  public's  efforts  to  determine  exactly  how  each 
alternative  affects  access  and  availability  for  oil  and  gas  activities. 

Additionally,  these  stipulations  and  constraints  should  be  reflected  on  one 
map.  It  is  confusing  to  have  to  refer  to  numerous  maps  to  determine  where  the 
BLM  intends  to  apply  certain  stipulations.  With  regard  to  seasonal  constraints, 
the  BLM  could  portray  them  in  blocks  according  to  the  time  frames  involved. 
However,  regardless  of  how  it  is  portrayed  (so  long  as  it  is  clear},  this  type 
of  information  is  critically  important  to  the  public  because  without  it  the 
planning  documents  mean  little.  Of  particular  importance  is  the  ability  of  the 
public  to  determine  whether  the  seasonal  stipulations  overlap  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  essentially  preclude  any  type  of  access  to  a  given  area.  If  such  is  the 
case,  the  BLM  should  identify  those  areas  as  being  severely  constrained. 

Table  7  on  Page  69  is  misleading  because  it  indicates  that  under  the 
Preferred  Alternative  there  is  no  acreage  in  the  Resource  Area  unavailable  for 
and  gas  leasing.  This  is  untrue  because  the  Scab  Creek  proposed  wilderness 
area  is  currently  inaccessible  for  oil  and  gas  leasing.  While  we  realize  the 
decision  to  recommend  this  area  for  wilderness  was  made  in  a  separate  document, 
t  is  nevertheless  located  in  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area  and  should,  therefore, 
e  included  in  any  figures  which  reflect  land  use  decisions.  All  land  use 
decisions,  regardless  of  when  they  were  made,  should  be  addressed  in  the 
Pinedale  RMP. 

The  figures  presented  in  Table  13  on  Page  79  for  Visual  Resource  Management 
Classifications  and  Acreage  are  also  confusing.  On  Page  1  of  the  planning 
document,  the  BLM  states  that  it  has  931.000  acres  of  federal  surface.  Yet  the 
VRM  classes  total  1,618.000  acres.  We  are  unaware  of  any  policy  or  statute 
which  grants  the  BLM  the  authority  to  determine  visual  classifications  for  lands 
other  than  federal  surface  lands,  particularly  private  lands.  It  may  be  that 
the  8LM  has  broadly  applied  these  classifications  on  all  lands  within  the 
Resource  Area  regardless  of  land  ownership.  If  this  is  the  case,  it  should  be 
explained  not  only  in  this  regard  but  also  in  terms  of  the  level  of  authority 
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the  BLM  has  or  does  not  have  to  enforce  such  restrictions  on  private  lands.  It 
is  doubtful  the  BLM  can  force  a  private  land  owner  to  comply  with  visual  quality 
standards  established  by  the  BLM. 

In  conclusion,  we  do  not  support  the  adoption  of  the  Preferred  Alternative 
because  the  BLM  has  not  produced  adequate  justification  regarding  its  management 
decisions,  particularly  those  relating  to  the  severe  NSO  restrictions. 
Furthermore,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  BLM  has  provided  adequate  support  data 
regarding  the  need  for  severe  constraints  for  any  of  the  planning  alternatives. 
In  addition,  the  BLM  must  rectify  the  difference  between  the  NSO  stipulation  as 
presented  by  the  BLM  Wyoming  State  Office  and  the  version  which  appears  in  the 
Pinedale  RMP.  Therefore,  we  find  it  impossible  to  support  the  draft  RMP  in  any 
manner.  Ue  also  recomiiend  that  the  BLM  provide  the  public  with 
documentation  before  the  plan  is  finalized  in  order  to  allow  the  publ 
opportunity  to  adequately  evaluate  the  planning  decisions. 

In  addition,  while  we  appreciate  the  leasing  information  the  Pinedale 
Resource  Area  provided,  we  were  disappointed  with  the  size  of  the  maps  because 
we  had  planned  to  distribute  them  to  our  members  for  their  perusal. 
Unfortunately,  because  the  maps  were  not  designed  for  public  distribution,  we 
had  to  hold  them  in  our  office,  and  interested  persons  had  to  come  here  to 
review  them,  thereby  greatly  limiting  their  review. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  our  coriments.  As  always,  we  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  planning  process.  If  you  have  any 
questions  regarding  our  comments  or  would  like  to  discuss  them  in  greater 
detail,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me.  I  look  forward  to  hearing  from 
you. 


added 
:  the 


^  Frel 1  Beni tez 
Public  Lands  Director 


AFB:cw 

c.c.  Hillary  Oden.  Wyoming  BLM  State  Director 


detail  prior  to  making  leasing  recommenda- 
tions. The  objectives  for  resource  manage- 
ment will  remain  the  same  and  consist  of  pro- 
tection and  enhancement  of  the  Colorado 
River  cutthroat  trout  habitat  and  the  affected 
elk  herd.  Prior  to  preparing  leasing  recom- 
mendations, the  resources  involved,  mineral 
potential,  and  type  of  activity  (deep  gas  drill- 
ing encompassing  more  than  a  year  for  drill- 
ing operations)  will  be  considered  where 
effective  seasonal  restrictions  would  be  ap- 
plied. Where  impacts  would  be  adverse  and 
plan  objectives  not  supported,  more  strin- 
gent measures  would  be  applied.  This 
screening  process  is  standard  operating 
procedure  and  has  been  applied  to  the 
watershed  of  the  Rock  Creek  ACEC,  as  an 
example.  Due  to  the  objectives  for  the  area 
and  the  characteristics  described  in 
Response  25-4,  the  NSO  is  justified. 

25-6  Please  refer  to  text  for  additional  maps  and 
tables. 

25-7  The  Scab  Creek  WSA  is  addressed  on 
pages  48,  55,  and  56  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 
This  section,  Actions  Common  to  All  Alterna- 
tives, is  an  integral  part  of  each  alternative 
and  therefore  is  not  repeated  throughout  the 
text. 

25-8  We  rated  the  total  resource  area,  since  the 
private  lands  are  an  integral  part  of  the  visual 
resource.  Of  course,  BLM  is  not  managing 
the  private  land.  No  attempt  has  been  made 
to  do  so  in  the  past  and  no  management  pri- 
vate lands  is  included  in  this  plan.  Adjacent 
lands  play  a  part  in  the  visual  qualities  of  an 
area.  The  BLM  Visual  Resource  Inventory 
Manual  (BLM  Manual  Release  8-28;  January 
17,  1987),  Sensitivity  Level  Analysis,  page  3, 
states;  4.  Adjacent  Land  Uses.  The  interrela- 
tionship with  land  uses  in  adjacent  lands  can 
effect  the  visual  sensitivity  of  an  area.  For  ex- 
ample, an  area  within  the  viewshed  of  a  res- 
idential area  may  be  very  sensitive,  whereas 
an  area  surrounded  by  commercially  devel- 
oped lands  may  not  be  visually  sensitive." 
The  ratings  given  all  lands  in  the  resource 
area  will  be  enforced  or  maintained  only  on 
public  lands,  inclusive  of  the  understanding 
and  awareness  that  what  occurs  on  those 
public  lands  may  affect  adjacent  lands  under 
other  ownership. 

25-9  Thank  you  for  your  comments.  Your  recom- 
mendations will  be  considered  in  the  formu- 
lation of  the  final  proposed  plan. 
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Rod  Spfings.Wy 0.82902 


General  Comments: 

The  WSGB  would  like  t 

P  ineda  le  Area. With  re 
did  not  waste  Public  time  and  mo 
opinion. the  Prefered  Alternative 
wildlife  resources  in  the  Area. a 
staf-f  to  be  more  obiective  than 
these  planning  ideas  to  wort  on 


o  compliment  the  BLM-RMP  Team  for  producing  a 
t  that  covers  most  of  the  resource  concerns  in  the 
spect  to  the  Alternatives. we  are  pleased  that  you 
time  and  money  on  a  No  grazing  senerio.In  our 

lighted  too  much  in  favor  of  the 
would  encourage  the  management 

Mternative  when  it  comes  to  putting 


Specific  Comments: 

Page  8:   We  believe  that  the  current  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Stragetic  plar 
goal  numbers  for  wildlife  are  often  too  high  to  maintain  given  Wyomings 
tough  winters. But  we  are  pleased  that  this  RMP  ts  specific  in  it's 
Wildlife  Management  Objective  to  maintain  no  more  than  the  Current   level 
numbers  as  stated  in  the  1985  Wyoming  Game  &  Fish  Plan. 

Page  9:     We  very  much  object  to  the  statement  at  the  bottom  of  the 
Alternative  A  column  thai  says  that  range  conditions  are  in  decline  under 
the  present  situation. As  support  for  our  objection, please  refer  tc  tf^ie 
Reports  on  Trends  in  Range  Condition. 1984  thru  1996. submitted  by  the 
Wyoming  State  BLM  to  the  Washington  D.C.  8LM  on  this  sub )  ec t  .  These  BLM 
documents  do  not  support  your  narrative  on  this  subject. 


^6 

Page  10 


ge  10:    The  second  paragraph  narratives  under  both  the  Prefered 
Alternatve  and  Alternative  A  are  inconsistant  with  Section 
41 1 0  .  3-1  .Addi  t  lonal  Forage, in  the  existing  BLM  Grazing 

Regulat  ions. Sect  ion  4110.3-1  says, among  other  things, thai  additional 
forage  permanently  available  shall  be  apportioned  t o . "Per m i t t ees  or 
lesees  in  porportion  to  their  contribution  or  efforts  which  result   in 
increased  forage  production."   We  recommend  that  you  change  the  RMP 
narrative  to  be  consistant  with  the  existing  Grazing  Regulations. 

Page  11:    We  do  not  agree  with  your  narrative  in  the  first  paragraph 
under  the  Prefered  A  1 1 e r na t  i  ve  .  I  f  areas  of  excess  competition  between 
livestock  and  wildlife  do  now  e>:ist,then  the  Prefered  Alternative  should 
recommend  that  the  solution  to  that  problen  is  lo  grow  more  forage  to 
reduce  the  compe t i t  i on  ,  r a t he r  that  restrict  one  of  the  legitimate 
multiple  uses  of  the  Public  Lands. We  would  also  like  to  aSk  that  the 
Final  RMP  identify  these  areas  of  e>cess  compe t  1 1 uon ,  i  f  they  do  in  fact 
t  at  all. 

In  the  second  paragraph  under  the  Prefered  A 1 1 er na t i ve , we  do  not  think  it 
IS  proper  to  plan  to  restrict  sheep  use  on  deer  ranges  until  after  an 
envinmental  assessment  of  the  request  tor  conversions  in  these  deer  areas 
has  taken  place  in  consultation  with  the  permittee. 

In  the  third  paragraph  in  this  column, the  two  sentences  in  this  paragraph 
ose  two  different  approaches  lo  the  unallocated  acres  in  the  Pinedale 
Area. The  first  sentence  says  the  allocation  will  be  on  a  case-by-case 
Dasis;the  second  says  no  allocation  to  livestock  in  riparian  areas. Which 
ane  of  the  approaches  do  you  plan  to  follow''   If  your  answer  is  no 
allocation, then  we  object  because  Public  Lands  are  multiple  use  lands  and 
should  be  available  to  all  uses  on  a  sustained  yield  basis. 

Page  12:    We  support  your  proposal  to  removal  of  all  ''wild"  horses  from 
the  Pineda le  Area  . 

Page  35:    Altho  we  have  not  conducted  a  Soc i o-Econom i c  study  of  the 
Proposed  Action, we  would  state  that  the  BLM  has, in  the  pas t  ,  c ons  i  s t a n t  1  y 
under-estimated  the  socio-economic  impact  of  their  on-lhe-ground 
management  actions  on  the  area  in  general, and  permittees  in  particular. 
We  will  predict  that  on- t he -g r ound  actions  resulting  from  this  RMP  will 


Response  to  Letter  26 

26-1  This  statement  applies  to  specific  areas 
which  may  exhibit  clnaracteristics  of  down- 
ward trend  or  less  than  desirable  range  con- 
dition, not  to  the  entire  resource  area. 

26-2  Federal  grazing  regulations  will  be 
adhered  to  in  the  allocation  of  forage.  Such 
allocation  must  also  be  "consistent  with 
multiple-use  managementobjectives"  identi- 
fied in  the  land  use  plan  (43  CFR  4110.3-1). 
Consultation  with  the  affected  parties  will  be 
necessary  in  the  developmental  stages  of  a 
forage  increase  project  to  ensure  satisfac- 
tory proportioning  of  the  additional  forage. 

26-3  Competition  for  forage  may  occur  in  areas 
that  are  producing  near  maximum  levels  of 
the  vegetation  type  that  is  desirable  for  both 
livestock  and  wildlife.  Growing  more  forage 
for  livestock  could  also  result  in  less  forage 
for  wildlife  (e.g.,  brush  control  on  crucial 
deer  winter  range  may  provide  more  grass 
for  cattle  forage,  but  less  browse  for  the 
deer).  Where  feasible,  the  solution  recom- 
mended (provide  more  forage)  would  be 
applied.  Areas  where  excess  competition  is 
occurring  will  be  identified  at  the  activity 
plan  (AMP,  HMP)  level. 

26-4  The  environmental  analysis  and  consulta- 
tion processes  are  standard  operating  proce- 
dures when  considering  conversions  in  kind 
of  livestock. 

26-5  We  will  allocate  forage  on  unallotted  public 
lands  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  The  alloca- 
tion of  riparian  forage  on  unallotted  public 
lands  will  be  evaluated  on  a  case-by-case 
basis.  The  text  has  been  changed  to  clarify 
this  issue. 

26-6  According  to  the  land  use  plan,  the  deci- 
sions therein  will  not  adversely  affect  the 
local  economy.  Site  specific  projects  must 
be  evaluated  case  by  case  to  provide  more 
specific  information  on  economic  input  and 
related  impacts. 
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number  of  adverse  effects  on  the  people  in  the  Pinedale  Area 
because  we  have  learned  from  experience  that  there  is  a  direct 
relationship  between  the  amount  of  Government  applied  to  the  land, and  the 
costs  to  run  a  business. 

Page  47:    The  narratives  about  surface  disturbance  are  not  clear  as  to 
which  multiple  uses  are  included  under  the  restrictive  1 anguages . The 
definition  of  this  term  in  the  Appendix  is  also  of  no  help  to  clear  up 
this  problem. 

Page  53:    Please  provide  the  justifications  for  the  "Access  Needs"  shown 

|in  Table  4  . 

Page  66:   Please  e>^plain  which  types  of  actions  are  "restricted"  in  Table 

Page  255:    The  narrative  about  riparian  areas  in  the  second  column  need 
to  be  changed  to  reflect  the  BLM's  own  Riparian  Policy  Statement  of 
January  22, 1967. This  BLM  document  excludes  ephemeral  streams  from  the 
definition  and  application  of  the  Riparian  Policy. 

Page  291:    The  narrative  on  how  often  the  BLM  plans  to  do  c 1 i ma t e , ac t ua 1 

nd  utiization  studies,  is  not  consistant  with  the  current  Rock 
Springs  BLM  District  Policy  on  Monitering. 

Than^:  your  for  your  consideration  of  these  comments. 

Old  Loper .Consultant  to 
WSGB 


26-7  Please  refer  to  Response  16-3  which 
explains  and  defines  surface  disturbance 
activities. 

26-8  The  access  needs  shown  on  Map  5  and  in 
Table  4  are  referring  to  general  locations  of 
possible  access  routes  or  areas  where  legal 
access  is  lacking.  Specific  routes  and  acqui- 
sition procedures  for  securing  access  would 
be  determined  through  site  specific  route 
analysis,  negotiation  with  the  land  owner, 
and  environnnental  analysis. 

26-9  The  types  of  actions  which  would  be  res- 
tricted are  surface  disturbance  (refer  to 
Response  1 6-3  for  a  definition  of  surface  dis- 
turbing activities)  or  activity  that  would 
adversely  affect  wintering  big  game. 

26-10  Please  refer  to  Response  4-9  for  a  discus- 
sion on  riparian  areas. 

26-11  Although  annual  allotment  evaluations 
will  occur,  it  will  not  be  possible  to  check  all 
allotments  during  one  year.  We  hope  to  mon- 
itor as  many  allotments  as  possible  giving 
the  greatest  emphasis  to  the  high  priority  "I" 
category  allotments.  The  monitoring  sched- 
ule will  be  dependent  on  our  financial  ability 
to  manage  the  resource. 
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STATE  OF  WYOMING 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GOVERNOR 
SULLIVAN  JuSaE>»I^IE|W7 

VERNOR 

nra.  Honee  Dan^i 
Pinedale  RMP  T^AHr-CeaaiMC^ 
■'4iyreauoi,J*«ni3  ^'.ansyement 
P.O.  Box  1669 
RocV.  Rprincjs,  WY  p,2902-1869 

Dear  Mrs,  Dana: 

The  draft  Pinedale  Resource  I'ianagement  Plan  .^nd 
rynvironnental  impact  statement  haa  been  circulated  for  state 
■ignncy  review.  Copies  of  agency  corunents  are  enclosed  for  your 
consideration  and  use.  You  will  note  that  various  concerns  have 
been  exorea.'sod  which  reflect  the  mission  and  viewpoint  of  tne 
recpeptlve  agencies.  In  general,  it  appears  that  these  concerns 
can  be  largely  acconroodated  through  appropriate  multiple-use 
management  practices  and  close  coordination  on  future  planning 
ar\d.    m.TnagemGnt  activities. 

The  preferred  alternative  appears  to  ue  an  appropriate 
mix  of  management  prescriptione  that  will  allow  continued 
resource  development  and  use  while  emphasizing  greater  protection 
of  certain  significant  natural  environment  values  in  the  area.  I 
encourago  the  BLM  to  continually  monitor  the  ef f ectivenees  of  and 
need  for  various  resource  use  restrictions,  such  as  the  seasonal 
and  year-round  no  surface  rilsturbance  stipulations  applied  to  oil 
."ind  j.ir,  flrt:ivitles.  In  view  of  the  significant  energy  resource 
values  which  underlie  portions  of  the  area,  it  iB  essential  Lhat 
reasonable  access  and  surface  use  be  available  to  develop  these 
*»nergy  resources.  The  various  surface  use  restrictions  must  be 
carefully  considered  and  appropriately  modified  or  removed  as 
oxporlence  is  gained  in  successfully  operating  In  sensitive  areas 
and  additional  aite-speclf ic  resource  information  is  developed. 
Horoover,  the  BLM  should  aggressively  pursue  resource  and  habitat 
Improvement  opportunities  to  enhance  the  caoabilltles  of  the  area 
to  accommodato  increased  uses  of  all  types.  The  full  range  of 
resource  management  tools.  Including  appropriate  vegetation 
manipulation,  shoulfl  be  employed  to  increase  the  future 
productivity  and  use  capacity  of  the  area. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on 
this  draft  plan.   Please  keep  me  Informed  of  the  progrese  in  thle 

effort. 


Very  truly  vours, 
Mike  Sulllv, 


MS I  pel 

Enclosures 

cc:   Hillary  Oden  w/enc,^ 


Response  to  Letter  27 

Thank  you  for  your  comments.  Each  letter  sub- 
mitted has  been  responded  to  individually. 
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dXi  fttatr  of  ^poming 

®\\  anti  <@a££  Conseibation  Commigdion 


MAftlSI 


March   12,    1987 


Mr.    Warren  White 
State  Planning  Coordinator 
Wyoming  State  Clearinghouse 
Herschler  Building,  2nd  Floor  East 
Cheyenne.  WY     82002 


Re: 


Pinedale  Resource  Management  Plan/Draft  EIS, 
State  Identifier  No.   87-297 


Dear  Mr.    White: 


I  am  in  receipt  of  a  copy  of  the  above-noted  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  have  had  the  opportunity  to  review  the  document.  As  you  may 
know,  the  Pinedale  Area  is  extremely  rich  in  oil  and  gas  production, 
including  the  giant  Riley  Ridge  Field  which  is  being  developed  by 

Exxon. 


I  have  no  specific  comments  or  recommendat 
management  plan  or  the  area  it  encompasses,  but 
of  Land  Management  and  the  Forest  Service  would 
regulations,  or  policies  that  would  impede  or  p 
development  in  this  extremely  important  part  of 
to  the  Federal  lands  involved,  the  area  encompa 
of  State  and  private  lands  on  which  the  Federa 
control.  Along  that  same  line,  1  would  certain 
those  private  or  State  lands  would  be  precluded 
activity  because  they  hv^  islands  surrounded  by 
the  Federal  Government  has  taken  a  stand  agains 
always  been  my  philosophy  that  oil  and  gas  deve 
properly,  can  proceed  with  little  or  no  damage 
permitting  process  that  is  in  place  for  Federa 
for  that  protection. 


ons  regarding  the 
would  hope  the  Bureau 
not  adopt  any  rules, 

■ohibit  oi 1  and  gas 
our  state.  In  addition 

sses  thousands  of  acres 
Government  has  no 

ly  hope  that  none  of 
from  oi 1  and  gas 
federal  lands  where 

t  activity.  It  has 
opment,  if  done 
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Donald  B.  Basko, 

State  Oil  and  Gas  Supervisor 
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Thank  you  for  your  connnnents.  Direction  in  the 
plan  is  prepared  for  federally  adnninistered  sur- 
face and  mineral  acreages. 


IHE  tTATtWa 

p^™'"°                         ^^mm- 

MIKE  tUlUVlN 
GOVERNOn 

Department  of  Environmental  Quality 

M(n<n.siriI.on 
(30JI  777  7937 

Alt  Qualilv  Division                Und  Qual'iy  Di*.«.on                Solid  W»ti»  M«n«o«m«nl  PiogfBin                Waivr  Qutl'ty  Div.jion 
(307)  777-7391                       (307)  777  7766                                (307|  777-7762                                       (307)  777  7781 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 
FKOH: 

THROUGH: 
SUBJECT: 
DATE: 


Team  Leader,  Pinedale  RMP 
Bureau  of  Land  Manageoent 

Randolph  Wood,  Director    C^^^^ 
Department  of  Environmental  ^Tuality 

Charles  A.  Collins,  Administrator,  Air  Quality  Divisio 
Michael  Stoll,  Inspection/Compliance  Officer  ^ 

Coimnents  on  the  Pinedale  Resource  Management  Plan  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

April  1,  1987 


e^c 


The  Air  Quality  Division  of  the  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  has  had 
the  opportunity  to  review  the  Pinedale  RMP  DEIS  and  has  the  following 
comments: 

On  page  48  under  Air  Quality  Management  -  Action  there  is  apparently  an 
error  in  the  last  sentence.   The  sentence  should  probably  read  "Examples  of 
such  requirements  ....  and  placing  restrictions  oo  flaring  of  natural  gas 
I  (to  reduce  sulfur  dioxide  emissions)." 

On  -page  127,  Table  23,  there  appear  to  be  some  errors.  The  State  of  Wyoming 
does  not  have  any  PSD  increments  for  Class  III  areas  and  there  are  no  Class 
III  areas  in  the  state.  To  our  knowledge  the  Federal  Government  does  not 
have  and  has  not  proposed  a  standard  for  hydrogen  fluoride.   Wyoming  did 
adopt  Che  Federal  ambient  standard  for  lead  in  1984  and  did  revise  the 
state  flouride  standards  in  1986.   The  ambient  air  sCandrds  for  fluorides, 
measured  as  hydrogen  fluoride  are: 

Averaging        Haximum  Allowable  Concentration 
Time  for  Averaging  Time 

12  hours  3.0  u8/m3 

24  hours  1.8  ug/mS 

7  days  0.5  ug/m3 

30  days  0.4  ug/m3 
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29-1  The  change  has  been  made  in  the  text. 
29-2  Table  23  has  been  corrected. 
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Department  of  Environmental  Quality 

Air  QuBlitv  Drvition                Und  Quality  Oivtu 
<307|  777-7301 (307)  777-7761 


ME^ctwnxM 


Hillary  A.  Oden,  State  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Managanent 


.a^ 


nCM;  Randolph  Wood,  Director 

Department  of  Eyivironmental  Qual 

DKra::  May  5,    1987 

SUBJECT:     Review  and  ocments  on  Pinedale  Resource  Managanent  Plan/Draft 
Eiivircnmental  In^iact  Stataient 

E.  J.   Fanning  reviewed  the  abcpve  referenoed  document  and  provided  the 
following  oanrents: 

1)  Page  66  —  The  Hock  Creek  and  Beaver  Creek  fiOC's  may  possibly  qualify 
as  potential  Section  319    (Clean  Water  Act)   projects  since  their  goal 
is  the  inprovonent  of  Colorado  River  Cutthroat  habitat. 

2)  Pages  119  -  187,  Oapter  3,  Affected  Elivironment  —  It  would  be  useful 
if  a  watershed  map  were  included  in  a  water  quality  section  of  this  chapter. 
Ideally,   it  would  depict  EEQ  surface  water  classifications,  current  water 
uses,  ard  point  and  non-point  irrpairments  of  water  uses.     1^  proposed 
water  quality  mcnitoring  program   (page  52)   should  be  based  on  this  type 
of  analyses,  and  should  address  identificatacn  of  water  quality  stan- 
dards violations. 

Reference  ney  also  be  nade  to  the  state  water  quality  priorities 
in  the  1986  Water  Quality  Assessment    (Section  305b  Report)  Miich  lists 
the  Green  River  frcm  Daniel  upstream  to  the  U.S.F.s.   hDund^u7/  as  a 
priority  3  water. 
A  similar  analysis  should  be  provided  for  the  groundwater  situation. 

3)  Pa^  136,   last  paragraph  through  page  138,  paragraph  3  —  Generally 
speaJcing,  under  prcper  nanagement,   streambank  and/or  chc»nnel  vegetation 
is  substantial,  even  in  seme  epdiemeral  stream  situ^ticns.     CDnsequently , 
nany  intermittent  and  epJ^emeral  stream  channels  are  in  poor  oondition 
not  sinply  because  streanfcank  vegetatron  is  lacking,   since  managemait, 
as  veil  as  climate,   is  a  variable.     Even  watersheds  with  less  than  10 
inches  of  annual  precipitaticn  nay  have  fairly  deep  and  productive 
soils  in  upland  drainages  i^ere  overland  flow  predcininates  over  chan- 
nelization.    Ttjese  are  the  most  prtsductive  range  sites  in  the  upland 

Herschlef  Building     •     122  West  25th  Street     •     Cheyenne.  Wyoming  82002 


29-3  Given  the  high  quality  water  In  both  Rock 
Creek  and  Beaver  Creek,  we  feel  that  main- 
tenance of  the  water  quality  is  the  appropri- 
ate action. 

29-4  The  RMP  is  not  intended  to  be  a  208  plan, 
but  rather  a  general  overview  of  future  mul- 
tiple use  management.  Delineation  of  spe- 
cific watersheds  and  identification  of  water 
uses  and  impairments  are  usually  handled  in 
watershed  management  plans. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment  concerning  the 
availability  of  the  DEQ  Water  Quality  Assess- 
ment. We  have  recently  received  a  copy  in 
our  office  of  the  1986  publication. 

At  present,  we  have  very  little  information  on 
ground  water  other  than  what  has  been  pub- 
lished on  a  regional  basis.  We  are  currently 
working  on  a  ground  water  survey  for  the 
Riley  Ridge  area,  which  should  be  com- 
pleted early  in  1988. 

29-5  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 

29-6  The  text  seemingly  indicates  very  little  dif- 
ference between  the  saltbush  and  half  shrub 
communities.  The  half  shrub  community  is 
identified  by  its  slightly  higher  plant  diversity 
and  greaterforage  production  which  is  prob- 
ably related  to  lower  amount  of  salt  in  the 
soil. 

29-7  The  additions  have  been  made  to  Table  45. 


29 


Rlllary  A.  Oden 
Page  2 


porticns  of  arid  watersheds,  and  are  the  key  to  watershed  stability. 
Tt^ese  same  sites  cure  obvious  attractants  to  livestock  under  annual 
spring  or  season  Icng  grazing  nBnagenent  sc>«nes.     watershed  destabili- 
zation  is  probably  as  nuch  a  product  of  the  hydrologic  ocnditicn  of 
the  uplands  cis  it  is  of  main  channel  degradation. 

The  iitproperly  constructed  and  maintained  roads  menticned  in 
paragraph  I  2,  rather  than  being  a  cause  of  sedunentaticn,  often  serve 
to  anslify  the  effects  of  poor  watershed  ccnditicn. 


4)  Page  141,  Saltbnish  Class,   1st  paragraph  —  Is  there  a  need  to  break 
out  the  saltbnish  and  half  shnob  ocmramities?    The  similarity  in  soils 
and  species  conpDsition  seem  to  justify  aggregation  of  the  two. 

5)  Pages  244  and  245,  Key  Cocoirdinaticn  Actions  —  Ncn-point  source 
pollution  control  is  a  part  of  the  Water  Quality  Division  program. 
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April    17.    1987 
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Robert  D.  Bash.  Pb.  D. 
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*Pll!0: 


Mr.  Warren  White 
State  Planning  Coordinator 
Herschler  Building 
Cheyenne,  Wyoming   82002 

RE:  Pinedale  Resource  Management  Plan,  Draft  EIS 

Dear  Mr.  White: 

Richard  Bryant  of  our  staff  has  reviewed  the  Draft  EIS  and  has  no 
objections  to  the  management  plan  with  one  enception.  Appendix  F  contains 
several  errors  as  it  is  based  on  regulations  which  have  recently  been 
revised.  Mr.  Bryant  has  attached  a  copy  of  the  appendix  with  corrections. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Mr.  Bryant  at  777-6292. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas  £.  Marceau 
Deputy  SHPO,  Programs 

FOR: 

Robert  0.   Bush.   Ph.D. 

State  Historic    Preservation   Officer 

TEM:flLB:klm 

cc:     Dave  Vlcek,   BLM,   Kemmerer 
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We   concur   with    your   comments   and    have 
changed  the  text  and  Figure  13  accordingly. 
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THE  GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY  OF  WYOMING 

UpJIVEHSITY  of  WYOMING 

BOX  3006,  UNIVEHSITV  STATION 

LARAMPE.WYOMINC   83071 

13071  743  2054       (307)  731 J930       (307)  766  2386 


«PP^'»W? 


MEMORANDUM 

To:    Mr.   Warren  White 

State   Planning  Coordinator 
From:    Gary    B.    Glass,    State  Geologist 
Subject:    Pinedale  Resource  Management    Plan, 

Draft    Environmental    Impact   Statement 
Date:    April    17,    1987 


My   staff  and    I    have    reviewed  the  DEIS   for   the   Pinedale  Resource 
Management   Plan  and  submit    the   following   comments; 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  preferred  alternative  has  increased 
the  acreages  with  surface-disturbance  restrictions,  this  time  by  approxi- 
mately 41.376  additional  acres  (11,756  additional  acres  have  a  no  surface 
occupancy  restriction].  Rather  than  add  additional  acres,  some  effort 
should  be  made  to  reduce  the  current  restricted  acreages  or,  at  a  minimum, 
maintain  these  restrictions  at  their  current    levels. 

In  particular,    seasonal    restrictions    are  being  recommended  even  on 
areas  of  non-crucial   habitat    (page   66).      Why    is    it  necessary  to  put    these 
restrictions  on   non-crucial    habitaf^     Furthermore,    the    identification  of 
these  new  areas    is   difficult    since    four   separate  maps  must   be  con^jared. 
Also,    the   16,000  acres  with  no   surface  occupancy    in  the  Rock  Creek  ACEC 
is    in  an  area  where  Exxon    is   drilling  some  of  their  high-volume  gas  wells 
to   supply  their  Shute  Creek  gas-processing  plant.      One  well    in  their 
Graphite  Unit,    which    is  within   the  Rock  Creek  ACEC.    produced  over  one 
billion  cubic    feet   of  gas    in  only   two  months    [November-December,    1986). 
No   surface  occupancy    in  this  area  will   affect    development   of  natural    gas 
since  there   is  a    limit   on  what   can  be  developed  economically  and  techni- 
cally by  directional   drilling. 

The  discussion  on  page   51.    regarding  paleontological    resources,    is 
unclear   in   its  effect    since  there   is  no  explanation  of  the  criteria  or 
procedures  that    will   be  used  to  classify  areas  as  critical,    significant, 
important,    insignificant,    and  unimportant. 
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31-1  Under  both  Alternatives  A  and  B,  restric- 
tions are  proposed  to  be  maintained  at  cur- 
rent levels.  Under  Alternative  C,  restricted 
acreage  nearly  doubles  with  the  inclusion  of 
noncrucial  range  as  crucial  winter  range. 

The  inclusion  of  62,920  additional  acres  of 
restrictions,  under  the  Preferred  Alternative, 
is  based  largely  on  important  big  game  non- 
crucial  winter  range  and  is  not  considered 
excessive. 

31-2  Seasonal  restrictions  on  noncrucial  habi- 
tat are  in  support  of  management  objectives 
to  protect  elk  and  deer  winter  range  as 
described  on  page  192  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 
These  areas  occur  on  Miller  Mountain, 
Bench  Corral,  and  the  Mesa. 

31-3  Management  of  paleontological  resources 
is  guided  by  the  recently  issued  BLM  Wyo- 
ming "Paleontology  Handbook"  (IM-WY-86- 
331;  IM-WY-86-513).  The  latter  instruction 
memorandum  defines  the  subject  sensitivity 
levels  as  follows: 

Critical  (Class  I)  Any  locality  from  which  hol- 
otype  or  critical  reference  material  (i.e.,  par- 
atype,  lectotype,  etc.)  has  been  collected. 
Any  type  of  geological  reference  section 
which  is  critical  for  future  reference. 
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31 


April  17,  1987 
Page  2 


The  stratigraphic  coluam  (Figure  7,  page  132?)  includes  a  cob- 
bination  of  Overthnist  Belt  and  Green  River  Basin  terminology.   According 
to  the  Resource  Area  map  (Map  20),  a  portion  of  the  Overthnist  Belt  is 
included  in  the  area  as  well  as  the  northwest  comer  of  the  Green  River 
Basin.   As  these  are  two  major  areas  of  deposition,  two  separate  coIumis 
should  be  used.   We  reconmend  using  the  Nyoming  Geological  Association's 
Wyoming  Stratigraphic  Nomenclature  Chart  (1969),  specifically  the  "Wyo- 
ming Overthrust  Belt"  and  "Green  River  Basin-North  and  West"  columns. 
A  copy  is  attached.   Also  on  the  existing  column  (Figure  7),  the  Thaynes- 
Woodside  and  Dinwoody  Formations  have  been  transposed  and  overprinted  on 
the  Weber  Sandstone  box  -  they  should  be  in  blank  space  at  the  base  of 
the  Mesozoic. 


n  page  133,  is  not  on 
"Explanation"  for  this 


The  AdaviUe  Formation,  i4iich  is  mentioned  • 
Figure  7  as  it  is  now  printed.  Also,  there  is  no 
figure  to  explain  the  lithologic  symbols  used  on 

On  page  133  (1st  paragraph),  the  DEIS  incorrectly  states  that  the 
Big  Piney-La  Barge  area  is  the  leading  gas-producing  region  in  Wyoming. 
Although  it  is  a  major  producing  area,  the  Overthrust  Belt  is  the  leading 
gas -producing  region. 

On  page  133  (Section  on  Geologic  Hazards),  the  DEIS  refers  to 
Map  D.   Much  of  this  map  was  derived  from  uncited  preliminary  data  pro- 
vided by  our  Agency.   We  now  have  additional  information  on  landslides 
in  this  area.   We  also  suggest  that  Geological  Survey  of  Wyoming  Public 
Information  Circular  26  (1986)  be  used  to  correct  the  DEIS'  earthquake 
epicenters  shown  on  Hap  D  and  to  improve  the  text  on  page  133,   We  have 
attached  a  copy  of  our  map  of  epicenters  as  published  in  Public  Infor- 
mation Circular  26. 


Significant  (Class  11)  Any  locality  which  con- 
tains rare,  exceptionally  well  preserved  or 
critical  materialsforstratigraphic  or  paleoen- 
vironmental  interpretation. 

important  (Class  III)  Any  locality  which  has 
produced  plentiful,  relatively  common  in  the 
locality  and  elsewhere,  fossil  materials 
which  are  useful  for  stratigraphic  and  varia- 
bility studies. 

Insignificant  (Class  IV)  Any  locality  which 
produces  poorly  preserved,  common  else- 
where, or  stratigraphically  unimportant  mate- 
rial. 

Unimportant  (Class  V)  Any  locality  which 
has  been  intensively  surveyed  and  deter- 
mined to  be  of  minimal  scientific  interest. 
This  can  include  any  outcrop  of  geological 
formations  described  as  unfossiliferous  in 
technical  journals  or  publications. 

The  mitigation  levels  are  commensurate  with 
the  relative  sensitivity  levels  of  a  given  fossil 
locality. 

31-4  Thankyouforyourcorrectionsand sugges- 
tions. 

31-5  Thank  you  for  the  information  provided. 
Please  note  text  changes. 

31-6  We  have  updated  and  corrected  our  map 
based  upon  the  information  provided.  We 
will  continue  to  update  our  data  base  as  new 
information  is  filed. 
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MEMORANDUM 


WARREN  G.  WHITE 

STATE  PLANNING  COORDINATOR 


FROM:     JON  F.  JACQUOT 
DATE:     APRIL  23,  1987 


PINEDALE  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  -  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  STATEMENT  -  STATE  IDENTIFIER  NO.  87-297 


The  plan  places  restrictions  on  surface  disturbance 
activities  within  the  visual  horizon  or  1/4  mile,  whichever  is 
closer ,  of  significant  portions  of  historical  trails.   This  type 
of  restriction  would  eliminate  the  ability  of  utility  and 
pipeline  facilities  to  cross  or  parallel  historic  trails  when 
doing  so  would  be  the  prudent  thing  to  do.   Historical  trails  are 
not  easy  to  avoid  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  resource  area. 

We  fear  that  such  a  requirement  would  restrict  the 
routing  of  utility  and  pipeline  facilities  to  existing  corridors 
which  could  substantially  increase  the  cost  of  such  facilities. 
We  would  be  in  favor  of  allowing  utility  and  pipeline 
construction  along  or  near  historic  trails  with  safeguards  to 
mitigate  damage  to  cultural  values. 
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Historic  trails  management  in  the  resource  area 
is  detailed  in  the  Oregon /Mormon  Pioneer 
National  l-listoric  Trails  Management  Plan  (BLM 
1986).  We  agree  that  historic  trails  may  not  be 
easy  to  avoid  in  the  southern  part  of  the  resource 
area.  We  also  recognize  that  crossing  the  trails 
by  various  linear  facilities  such  as  powerlines, 
pipelines,  and  access  roads  is  inevitable.  Our 
trails  plan  recommends  crossing  trails  at  a  right 
angle,  and  in  areas  where  the  integrity  of  the  trail 
has  already  been  compromised  by  prior  disturb- 
ance, erosion,  or  v\/here  existing  visual  intru- 
sions are  found.  We  generally  discourage  place- 
ment of  new  construction  parallel  to  a  trail 
segment  possessing  good  integrity.  All  potential 
impacts  to  historic  trails  are  assessed  on  a  case- 
by-case  basis,  however,  and  if  impacts  are 
unavoidable,  your  recommendation  to  mitigate 
the  damage  would  be  appropriate. 


THE  STATE 


OF  WYOMING 


AlASnNci^ggr 


Wyoming  Recreation  Commission 


1   MEnSCHLEH  BLOC 


CHEYCMNE  WvOMtMG  tXtOl 


Kay   5,  1987 


Mr.  Harrer  White 
State  Planning  Coordinator 
Herschler  Building 
Cheyenne,  UY  82002 


Re:   Pinedale  Resource  Management  Plan/Draft  EIS;  87-297 
Dear  Mr.  Uhlte: 

The  Wyoming  Recreation  Coirmission  received  the  Resource  Management  Plan/ 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area.  The 
opportunity  to  participate  in  the  review  process  is  much  appreciated. 


of  "develop  with  caution"  and 
"   The  emphasis  on  multiple-use 


The  Preferred  Alternative  is  a  good  mix 
"preserve  the  resources  through  wise  use. 
is  very  apparent. 

The  only  criticism  the  Recreation  Commission  has  of  the  Preferred  Alterna- 
tive would  be  in  regard  to  the  wild  horse  management  proposal.  Observation 
of  wild  horses  in  the  area  is  an  exhilarating  recreational  experience,  the 
future  possibility  of  which  we  would  like  to  see  preserved.  The  wild  horse 
management  proposal  from  Alternative  "C"  would  be  more  in  line  with 
Recreation  Coranission  philosophy  and  we  would  lilce  to  see  that  proposal 
substituted  for  the  management  proposal  now  listed  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative.  Except  for  the  change,  the  Recreation  Coomission  supports 
the  adoption  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  as  presented. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  feel  free  to  contact  this  office  at  your 
convenience. 

Sincerely, 


R.O.  "Max"  Maxfield 
Director 


RO«/LG:lb 
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As  discussed  in  the  Affected  Environment  sec- 
tion of  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  the  wild  horses  in  the 
Desert  Herd  Management  Area  are  remotely  lo- 
cated and  not  highly  visible.  The  Green  River 
Resource  Area  is  presently  developing  a  wild 
horse  interpretive  site  between  Rock  Springs 
and  Parson  which  we  felt  would  more  ade- 
quately contribute  to  recreational  viewing  oppor- 
tunities. 
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Team  Leader 

Plnedale  RMP 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  1869 

Bock  Springs,  WY  82902-1869 


CHEYENNE   WrvOMINO  13003 


May  8.  1987 


RE:  State  Identifier  No.  87-297 


Dear  Sir 


This  Is  In  response  to  the  Draft  Resource  Management  PlanZ&ivlroninental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  Plnedaie  Resource  Area,  selecting  the  Preferred 
Alternative.   It  appears  that  the  direction  of  the  Preferred  Alternative 
of  the  plan  Is  toward  a  reduction  in  forest  management  to  preserved, 
recreational  management.  The  BUfl  forest  management  program  Is  succumbtng 
to  a  "dominant  use"  theory  rather  than  the  multlple-uae  theory.   For 
example,  If  the  Preferred  Alternative  Plan  Is  Implemented,  the  acreage 
of  conifer  and  woodland  available  for  Intensive  management  over  the 
next  20  year  period  would  be  reduced  from  the  current  level  (Alternative 
a)  of  3'*,U01  acres  to  5,310  acres.   The  harvest  level  over  the  next* 
20  year  period  would  decrease  27J  from  the  present  management  level 
{Alternative  A)  of  3,660  acres  or  25  HMBP  to  2,810  acres  or  18-2 
MMBF.   The  area  subject  to  restrictions  over  the  next  20  year  period 
would  change  from  the  current  level  {Alternative  A)  of  U,5'*2  acres 
to  about  32,lil9  acres  under  the  Preferred  Alternative.   This  Is  a 
change  from  lOX  of  the  forest  base  subject  to  restrictions  iinder 
the  current  management,  to  66J  of  the  forest  base  subject  to  restrictions 
under  the  Preferred  Alternative.   The  tree  mortality  rate  would  increase 
by  y%   under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  coopared  to  the  current  manage- 
ment (Alternative  A),  due  to  less  forest  management.   Forest  Insect 
and  disease  losses  would  Increase  under  the  Preferred  Alternative. 
To  keep  the  forest  land  In  a  healthy,  growing  condition,  it  should 
be  managed  on  a  sustained  yield  basis  which  would  include  maintaining 
a  sale  program  that  would  annually  remove  the  growth  plus  mortality. 

We  recommend  Alternative  B  because  the  timber  Is  decadent  and  there 
Is  a  need  to  accelerate  forest  management  to  get  a  regeneration  of 
stands  to  a  healthy,  vigorous  state  so  the  area  will  be  able  to  capture 
full  multiple-use  benefits  In  the  long  run. 
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Harvesting  trees  is  the  primary  means  of  manipulating  forest  vegetation 
to  maintain  or  increase  the  multiple  benefits  expected  from  forest 
resources.   Also,  harvested  timber  provi'des  raw  material  for  Industrial 
activity  that  helps  meet  national  product  requirements  and  supports 
stability  In  the  local  communities.   Ea'-h  one  thousand  board  feet 
harvested  and  manufactured  generates  $1,000  to  the  national  economy. 
About  12%   of  the  product  selling  price,  or  approximately  $180.00 
per  thousand  board  feet  is  spent  locally. 

The  BLM  appears  to  be  retreating  from  multiple-use  management.  State- 
wide, the  timber  harvest  on  federal  lands  (including  Rational  Forest) 
have  resulted  In  less  installed  mill  capacity.   Wyoming  eng}loyment 
in  the  lumber  and  wood  products  Industry,  Including  furniture,  dropped 
from  1,251  In  igSI*  to  1,128  In  1985  (a  loss  of  123  Jobs).   Each  1 
MM  board  feet  of  standing  timber  converted  to  finished  lumber  generates 
9.5  man  years  of  local  employment.   The  State  Is  suffering  a  depressed 
economy  and  the  benefits  of  the  natural  resources  need  to  be  captured. 
The  natural  resource  agencies  need  to  do  everything  possible  to  enhance 
the  natural  resources,  without  exploitation,  to  assist  with  the  economic 
recovery  of  this  State. 

We  feel  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  plan  does  not  adequately  address 
water  quality  as  one  of  the  primary  functions  of  the  Bt>!  charge  because 
of  this  resource's  importance  to  the  State  and  Nation.   We  are  also 
concerned  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  plan  for  vegetative  manipula- 
tion for  regeneration  of  the  forest  stands  may  not  be  In  proper  perspec- 
tive and  as  a  result  there  will  be  a  continued  deterioration  of  the 
forest  rather  than  the  development  of  healthy,  vigorous  stands  of 
trees  which  the  BLM  has  been  charged  as  a  management  responsibility. 
The  FYeferred  Alternative  does  not  appear  to  provide  an  adequate 
program  of  land  management  that  will  result  In  an  optimum  production 
of  the  multiple-use  benefits  that  the  forest  land  is  capable  of  contri- 
buting to  this  State  and  Nation. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Very  truly  yours. 


Response  to  Letter  34 

34-1  The  BLM  is  mandated  through  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976 
(FLPMA)  to  manage  public  lands  for  multiple 
use  and  sustained  yield.  The  act  does  not 
specify  the  land  use  allocation  levels  but 
does  direct  the  BLM  (through  the  Secretary 
of  Interior)  to  develop  land  use  plans  which 
determine  resource  allocations. 

All  four  alternatives,  including  the  Preferred 
Alternative,  provide  for  multiple  use  and  are 
consistent  with  the  FLPMA  mandate,  even 
though  there  is  a  variance  in  allocation  levels 
between  alternatives.  The  objective  set  for 
each  alternative  was  the  determining  factor 
in  establishing  the  various  resource  alloca- 
tions. 

Even  though  the  Preferred  Alternative  spec- 
ifies a  lower  timber  harvest  level  and 
increased  mortality  rate  than  Alternatives  A 
and  B,  emphasis  will  still  be  placed  on  curb- 
ing insect  and  disease  levels. 

Economic  conditions  and  impacts  are  part  of 
the  analysis  process  for  each  alternative.  We 
acknowledge  that  the  Preferred  Alternative 
potentially  would  result  in  lower  economic 
returns  and  lower  employment  levels  in  the 
forest  product  industry.  We  also  acknowl- 
edge that  economic  stability  would  be  main- 
tained by  projected  increases  in  recreation 
and  wildlife-related  uses. 

34-2  The  Preferred  Alternative  does  not  stand 
alone  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  The  information 
presented  in  Actions  Common  to  All  Alterna- 
tives and  Appendix  C-4  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
are  an  integral  part  of  the  Preferred  Alterna- 
tive. The  Proposed  Plan  in  the  final  RMP/EIS 
has  integrated  these  components  of  the 
plan.  In  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  Actions  Common 
to  All  Alternatives  were  listed  separately  to 
eliminate  the  need  to  reprint  them  under 
each  alternative. 

Asspecified  inTableS, the  vegetation  manip- 
ulation that  would  affect  the  forest  resource 
are  exclusively  intended  toward  aspen  and 
aspen/subalpine  fir  mix  stands.  The  target 
stands  would  either  be  decadent  aspen 
stands  that  are  not  regenerating  themselves 
or  aspen/fir  mix  stands  where  the  fir  is  in- 
vading to  the  extent  that  aspen  regeneration 
is  excluded. 

Burning  was  proposed  as  the  preferred 
manipulation  tool,  primarily  because  there 
presently  is  little  or  no  demand  for  aspen  and 
only  a  small  demand  for  sapling  fir  produc- 
tion in  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area.  Should 
a  demand  arise,  harvesting  would  be  consid- 
ered in  conjunction  with  burning  as  manip- 
ulative tools. 
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OF  WVOMINQ 


HIKE  SUUJVAN 


~!u/a£ej<^  ^eaelo/ifnenl^orruTudAio^v 


HCRSCHLER  SUttOINO 


TELEPHONE     307-777-7t2e  CHEYENNE.  WTOMINO   •2003 


TO: 

Warren  White. 

State   Planning  Coordinator 
1         i 

tanrtZ  Church 
My.on  Good*or 

Marl  R.UJ., 
K«thl««n  Sun 
N«lK>n  E  UVr*n 

ntOH: 

John  U.    Jackson,             it  ~y^ 
Planning  Manager       /W?/ 

^ 

SUBJECT: 

Revlev  of  BLM  P^e^li  j(e>o 
Plan/Draft   EIS    ^^     ^ 

urce  Management 

The  plan  ae  presented  does  not  directly  affect  any  on-going  WWDC  projects 
In  the  upper  Green  River  drainage.  However,  It  does  seem  to  limit  the  potential 
for  new   Irrigation. 


JWJ/Jp 
end. 
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Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


OF  WVYOMINO 


MAY  16  ld87 


HEBSCMLER  BUILDING  May    15.     1987  CHEVENNE,  WYOMING   82002 


Paul  Cleary 
Natural  Resources 

Analyst 
State  Planning 

Coordinator's  Office 
Herschler  Building 
Cheyenne.  Wyoming  82002 


Dear  Paul: 


Re:   Pinedale  Resource  Management 

Plan/Draft  EIS  (State  Identifier 
No.  87-297) 


The  Green  River  and  other  rivers  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  within 
Wyoming  offer  a  source  of  water  that  can  be  easily  developed  to  meet 
future  needs  in  Wyoming  in  that  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact 
and  Colorado  River  Compact  do  not  contain  restrictions  about  water 
development.  This  makes  the  Green  River  water  supply  the  most  flexibly 
available  to  Wyoming  to  meet  future  needs. 

I 

Because  of  this  water  availability  a 
potential  water  resource  developments,  this 
Wyoming  have  repeatedly  commented  to  Feder. 
Congress  the  desire  of  the  State  to  maintai 


id  the  flexibility  for 
office  and  the  State  of 
il  agencies  and  to  the 
ntain  her  ability  to  develop 
ource  management  plan  includes 
r  Basin  in  Wyoming.  There  are 
torage  sites  contained  within 
ot  be  any  current  pressing 
believe  that  potential 
reservoirs  should  not  be  precluded  in  the  Green  River  Basin  on  the 
public  lands  by  the  withdrawal  of  lands,  or  by  the  reservation  of  lands 
for  other  then  multiple  purpose  uses.  Such  withdrawals  may  be  suggested 
within  the  recreation  management  section  of  the  preferred  alternative 
and  in  other  places  in  the  plan  and  EIS.  The  map  on  page  68  (Map  6, 
Recreational  Sites.  Pinedale  Resource  Management  Plan)  identifies  the 
recreation  and  other  sites  along  the  Green  River  and  New  Fork  River  to 
which  we  refer. 


f  the  Green  R: 
sizeable  portion  of  the  Upper  Grei 
t  least  two  major  potential   rese 
he  Pinedale  resource  area.   While  there  ma 
eed  to  develop  reservoirs  on  the  sites. 


Apparently   only 


all 


explorati 


creage 


ithdrawal  for 


neral 


that   such  a  withdrawal  for 
gnificant  in  the  Green  Ri 
1  also   accompanied  by  total 
activities  such  as  described. 


gested  (approximately  585  acr 


xplor. 
long  a 


page  81).  We  suspect 


other  possible  future 
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Response  to  Letter  36 

36-1  The  BLM  does  not  plan  for  major  water  pro- 
jects, and  none  have  been  identified  by  agen- 
cies responsible  for  such  projects.  The  pur- 
pose of  the  proposed  withdrawal  is  to  protect 
developed  recreation  sites  from  location 
under  existing  mining  laws  and  water  devel- 
opments are  not  precluded.  However,  an- 
other identified  recommendation  for  this 
area  of  the  Green  River  (from  Warren  Bridge 
to  the  Forest  boundary)  is  a  study  for  possi- 
ble inclusion  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
System.  This  section  of  the  Green  River  qual- 
ifies for  further  study.  Please  see  text 
changes. 


Paul  Cleary,  Natoral  Resources  AttAlyat 
State  PluiniQg  Coordinator '•  Office 
HsT  15.  1987  .  Paga  2 
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As  uaual.  ve  cou3_d  realnd  the  BLM  about  the  oeed  for  applicatioos 
for  peralta  for  teapori'ir  or  permanent  water  uses.  Bowever,  It  la  our 
ezperieace  that  the  Bt>f  is  cooperative  In  this  regard  and  Id  laforalng 
the  uaera  of  the  public  land  and  Bloerala  about  the  need  to  file 
applicatiooa  for  pemitB  vlth  the  State  Engineer  for  water  usee. 

Thank   you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  coaDeot  od  this  Draft 


Very  truly  yours. 


FEANI  J.  T^LEASE 
Assistant  State  EngiQeer 


FJT/eb 

End.  (Referr 


>1  Nemo) 


Gordon  V.  Fassett 

State  Engineer 

State  Engineer's  Office 

Herachler  Bldg.,  4th  Floor  East 

Oieitenne,  Wyoming  82002 


THE  STATE^ShJ^OF  WVOMING                                                                                                                                    MIKE  SULUVAM 

'Same  and  9iik  %efia%ttneni 

BILL  MORRIS 

June   2,    1987              <l^ 

EIS    2475/L3 

USDI/BLM-Kock    Springs    Dist. 
Pinedale    Seaource    Area 
Manageaeot   Plan-DEIS 

Mr.    Richard    H.    Miller 
State   Planning  Coordinator 
Herachler    Bldg. 
Cheyenne,    WY      82002 

Attention:       Mr.    Paul    Cleary 

Dear    Mr.    Miller: 

In   response   to   your   notification,    SIN  87-297,    we   have   reviewed   this 
draft    RMP    and    EIS    and    offer    the    following   coaneots    and    information    for    uae 
in  making   the  document   more   complete   and   accurate   relative   wildlife   resour- 
ces. 

Specific    commenta    by    section   and    in    order    of    pagination   of    the    document    are 
as    follows: 

Purpose    and    Needs 

1 

Page    40-41,    Step   8:       We    are    concerned,    in    our    interpretation   of    this 
section    of    the    document,    that    we    will    only    have    the    ability    to   protest 
issues    identified    at    this    time,    and    we    hope    that    this    statement    is    not 
intended    to    prevent    future    modifications    to    the    planning    process.      We    recom- 
mend   the    plan    retains    flexibility    to    the    extent    that    objectives    for    wildlife 
that    use    BLM   administered    lands    can    be    changed    in    the    future,    if   necessary. 

HMaqMfi«»:  MOO  BWmp  Se«4mw4.  Ch«vw«w.  WyfMfOna  gMOZ 

Response  to  Letter  37 

37-1  Once  an  RMP  is  finalized,  it  can  be 
changed  through  the  planning  process  (43 
CFR  1600).  Minor  modification  (i.e.,  plan 
maintenance)  would  occur  through  acquir- 
ing new  data  and  information.  Other  plan 
modifications,  such  as  a  change  in  objec- 
tives or  planning  decisions,  may  require  a 
plan  amendment  or  plan  revision  which 
would  include  environmental  analysis  and 
public  participation.  Public  participation  and 
review  is  welcomed  throughout  the  planning 
process. 
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Nr.    tlchard   H.    Killer 

Juoe   2.    1987 

Page  2  -  EIS  2475/L3. 

Alternatives 


Page  43  -  Alternatives  conaidered  but  eliminated:   Ue  suggest  the  final 
plan  include  a  map  showing  lease  locationa  and  leases,  in  order  that  they 
can  be  analyted  for  impacts  to  other  reaourcea.   Simply  atating  that  "nearly 
the  entire  resource  area  is  under  lease..."  is  a  blanket  statement  that  pre- 
■umes  no  conflicts  exist  in  uoleaaed  areas,  and  we  suggest  this  be 
clarified. 

Item  1:   Ue  would  like  to  know  where  the  areas  addressed  by  this  statement 
are  Located  and  how  much  land  is  involved. 

Item  2:   The  no  leasing  addressed  in  the  alternatives  is  primarily 
through  No  Surface  Occupancy  (NSO)  reatrictioas  and  we  suggest  it  be  stated 
as  such  here,  since  we  assume  it  is  a  reason  for  elimioatiog  this  alter- 


Item  3:   Ue  cannot  agree  with  this  stateoent,  because  negative  oil  and 
ga«  impacts  to  wintering  elk  have  been  demonstrated.   Radio-collared  elk 
from  Graphite  Hollow  and  Rock  Creek  crucial  winter  ranges  have  not  returned 
to  these  winter  ranges  and,  in  one  case,  have  abandoned  the  herd  unit  as  a 
result  of  these  activities.   Ue  suggest  changing  the  first  three  words  of 
this  paragraph  to  read  "With  the  exception  of  certain  key  wildlife  areas," 
etc.   We  also  suggest  it  also  be  stated  that  the  no  leasing  alternative 
means  reduced  revenuea  for  the  6LM.   This  was  given  as  a  reason  for  elimi- 
nating this  alternative  at  the  Open  House  held  at  the  Pinedale  BLM  Office  on 
April  20.  1987,  but  is  not  stated  in  this  document. 

Timber  Harvest 


Page  46:   It  is  stated  that  detailed  analysis  waa  not  uaed  to  determin 
O  I  this  alternative.   We  feel  that  the  document  would  be  improved  if  actual 
demand  for  BLM  timber  products  is  shown. 


Alte 


Actio 


Page  47  -  Surface  Disturbance  Activities:   The  docusent  equates  No 
Surface  Occupancy  (NSO)  with  no  surface  disturbance,  which  is  not  the  case. 
Eliminating  oil  and  gas  activity  from  big  game  crucial  winter  ranges  does 
avoid  disturbing  the  elk.   However,  well  pads  located  on  crucial  winter 
ranges  remove  habitat  that,  by  definition,  is  the  determining  factor  in  a 
population's  ability  to  maintain  and  reproduce  itself  at  a  certain  level  over 
the  long  term.   Therefore,  NSO  restrictions  do  not  address  impacts  caused  by 
habitat  loss,  but  only  address  seasonal  impacts,  not  long  term  impacts.   No 
leasing  would  avoid  the  impacts  of  habitat  loss. 
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Hr.    Richard   B.    MllUr 

June   2,    1987 

Page  3  -  EIS  2475/L3. 
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Page  47,  Table  3:   We  sug 


of  wetland  habitat  to  thi 
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Page  48  -  Actions  -  Oil  and  Gas:   At  the  Open  House,  attendees  were 
nformed  that  oil  and  gas  leases  may  or  may  not  have  stipulations  attached. 
Ue  feel  any  "let-the-buyer-beware"  approach  to  be  unfair,  and  legal  action 
O  that  circumvents  lease  stipulations  could  have  negative  impacts  to  wildlife 
nd  wildlife  habitat,  as  well  as  other  resource  values.   We  recommend 
ildlife  stipulations  be  attached  at  the  time  any  future  new  leases  are 
ranted  in  order  to  avoid  potential  litigation. 

Uildlife  Habitat  Management 

Page  52  -  Objective:  We  would  appreciate  inclusion  here,  as  in  other 
parts  of  this  document,  of  a  statement  that  state  wildlife  objectives  will 
be  met  when  habitat  conditions  so  allow. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management 

Page  54  -  Range  Improvements:   Although  not  stated  in  the  RMP,  BLM  has 
identified  the  Miller  Creek  drainage  as  one  area  which  needs  better  manage- 
ment.   We  are  concerned  that  other  higher  elevation  areas  may  also  be 
overused.   The  strategy  of  developing  livestock  water  in  the  eastern  segment 
of  the  area  between  Fontenelle  and  LaBarge  to  get  more  livestock  use  in  this 
area  is  a  valid  way  of  achieving  this  goal,  but  cattle  will  still  tend  to 
overuse  higher  elevation  riparian/wetland  areas  at  some  point  in  the  grazing 
season  unless  a  utilization  standard  ia  set. 

A  potential  negative  aspect  is  development  of  a  summer  antelope  herd  on 
the  crucial  antelope  and  mule  deer  winter  range.   We  are  not  against  the 
plan  to  develop  summer  water  sources,  but  believe  careful  planning  and  mana- 
gement is  needed  to  prevent  excessive  forage  uee  on  this  crucial  winter 
range. 

Forest  Management 


O  I     Page  54  -  Objective:   We  suggest  this  objective  should  also  indicate 
'-'  I  whether  or  not  other  land  and  resource  uses  are  considered, 

ianagement 


Page  58  -  Actions  -  Land  Tenure  Adjustment:   Ue  recommend  crucial 
wildlife  habitats  not  be  considered  for  disposal  or  exchange,  unless  lands 
that  have  equal  or  better  crucial  wildlife  habitat  value  are  obtained  in  any 
such   exchange. 


37-2  Itemi;  The  information  requested  is  avail- 
able for  review  in  the  resource  area  office. 

Item  2:  No  leasing  and  no  surface  occu- 
pancy are  not  the  same.  No  leasing  means 
that  an  area  is  closed  to  leasing  entirely.  No 
surface  occupancy  means  an  area  may  be 
leased  but  surface  occupancy,  disturbance, 
and  related  activities  would  not  be  allowed. 
See  Response  37-4. 

Item  3:  The  statement  recognizes  that  explo- 
ration and  development  cannot  always  take 
place  without  adverse  impacts,  thus  the 
phrase  "in  most  cases." 

37-3  As  stated  on  page  46,  "A  no  timber  harvest- 
ing alternative  was  determined  to  be  unrea- 
sonable and  was  not  analyzed  in  detail." 
Such  an  alternative  does  not  support  the 
BLM  national  forest  management  objective 
which  states  "the  objective  is  to  manage 
forest  lands  in  perpetuity  with  the  intent  of 
producing  the  highest  possible  level  of 
goods  and  services  as  dictated  by  law,  the 
Nation's  needs,  and  sound  economic  princi- 
ples. Such  management  is  carried  out  under 
the  principles  of  sustained-yield  and 
multiple-use." 

Further,  "no  timber  harvesting"  would  not  be 
consistent  with  Sec.  102(a)(12)  of  the  Fed- 
eral Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of 
1976  (FLPMA)  which  states  in  part,  "the  pub- 
lic lands  be  managed  in  a  manner  which  rec- 
ognizes the  Nation's  need  for  domestic 
sources  of  minerals,  food,  timber,  and  fiber 
from  the  public  lands."  Section  102(a)(7) 
also  states  in  part  "that  management  be  on 
the  basis  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield 
unless  otherwise  specified  by  law." 

A  table  showing  forest  product  disposals 
was  included  in  the  Analysis  of  the  Manage- 
ment Situation  (an  internal  BLM  document 
prepared  prior  to  the  RMP).  The  table  was 
not  carried  forward  into  the  RMP,  because 
data  was  only  available  for  a  3-year  period 
(1982-1984),  which  was  not  deemed  a  long 
enough  period  to  establish  a  current  demand 
pattern.  Years  1985,  1986,  and  1987  could 
not  be  included,  because  they  would  project 
an  artificial  disposal  rate.  Timber  was  not 
sold  in  1985  due  to  an  appeal  of  a  planned 
sale,  and  sales  were  not  planned  for  1986-87 
pending  completion  of  the  RMP. 

37-4  Your  interpretations  that  the  NSO  and  no 
surface  disturbance  restrictions  have  been 
used  as  equals  and  that  the  NSO  restriction 
is  seasonal  are  in  error.  The  two  restrictions 
are  similar  in  that  they  are  of  a  prohibitive 
nature.  In  comparison,  the  NSO  restriction 
is  more  stringent  than  the  other,  requires  a 
rigorous  test  in  considering  its  use  as  an  "al- 
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Page    58;      The    area   between   LsBarge    and   PooteneUe   Creeks    is    predooi- 
nantly    public    land.      However,    there    are    scattered    forty-acre   or    larger 
tracts   of   private   or    state    land   which  are    located  od  naio  access    roads.      We 
agree   with   BLM's    plan    to   attenpt    Co   acquire    legal    access    acroaa    the    tracts 
identified    in    the    RMP.      We    suggest    adding    the    following   areas:       1)   Holden 
Hollow  Road   -  Access   across   private    land    in  Sec.    6,    T24N.    Rn2W.    aod   Sec.    1, 
T24N,    R113U;      2)    Muddy   Creek    Road    -   Sections    7   and    18,    T23H,    B112W,    and 
Sec.    7.    T25N,    8113W;       3)    Sec.    5.    Tltiti,    8115W. 


eferred  AlCe 


nc  -  Action  •  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing:   Again, 
do  not  address  impacts  to  wildlife  caused  by 
directional  drilling  outaide  of  the  Rock 
ationable,  since  directional  drilling  over 
easible,  according  Co  the  oil  and  gas 


Page  66  -  Minerals  Manage< 
surface  occupancy  restriction 
habitat  loss.  We  also  believ 
Creek  ACEC  (3,26A  acres)  is  q 
1/2  mile  is  technologically  ii 
industry  people. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

Page  69  -  Objective:   We  wish  to  point  out  WGFD  objectives  are  subject 

to  public  involvement  and  strategic  plan  objectives  are  not  neceasarily  the 

herd  unit  objectives  in  the  Pinedale  Resource  area.  We  would  prefer  this 

e  Cera  "planning  objective  levels"  in  place  of  "strategic  plan 


12 


eU". 


re  confident  BLM  realiees  that  wildlife  objectives  can  and  do 

It  could  be  interpreted  chat  Chis  document  locks  these  objectives 
rrent  levels.  We  recommend  this  misunderstaodiog  be  rectified  by 
ing  the  potential  for  change  in  the  document  and  allowing  for  such 


13 


14 


Page  70  -  paragraph  4:   The  stated  objective  ia  Co  proCecC  winCer  elk 
habitat.   However,  we  feel  NSC  stipulations  affect  elk,  not  the  habitat  the 
elk  use.  and  therefore  does  not  address  Che  objective.   The  no-leasing 
alternative  would  have  addressed  elk  habitat. 


Livestock  Grazing  Management 

Page  73  -  Riparian:  We  agr. 
nd  riparian  areas  should  recei 
alue  for  many  wildlife  species 


with  the  philosophy  that  eiiatiag  wetlands 
special  managemenC  because  of  their  high 
We  question  that  Cbia  vill  be  adequately 
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accomplished  by  the  approach  presented  in  the  RMP .  which  is  to  upgrade 
area  by  one  condition  class.   We  recommend  setting  a  utilization  standa 
30-602  for  riparian/wetland  habitaC  areas  and  adjusting  allotment-wide 
gement  to  achieve  this  goal. 


Page  73  -  Objective: 
intaining  1985  wildlife 
ver  values  be  defined  in 
ined  and  a  cover  locaCio 
late  to  wildlife  values, 
ose  levels  will  be  maint 


is  objective  states  that  a  "strong  emphasis  oi 
ver  values"  will  be  used.  We  recomend  cheae 
he  document.  We  recommend  those  levels  be  mail 
map  be  presented  showing  the  amounts  as  they 
8  we  feel  "a  strong  emphasis"  does  not  assure 
ned. 
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17 
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Page  73  -  Actions  -  Category  3:   We  question  why  thia  category  ia  to  be 
excluded  from  Che  forest  management  base  and  timber  harveat  calculations, 
since  it  can  be  cut  and  would  affect  wildlife. 

Page  75  -  Paragraph  3:   Again,  we  would  prefer  the  cover  levels  men- 
tioned be  defined,  along  with  an  analysis  of  where  they  exist  and  how  chey 
relate  to  the  other  resource  values.   The  affect  of  harvest  on  cover  levels 
should  be  quantified  rather  than  aseuoing  that  this  program  "should  not 
significantly  affect  cover  levels". 

Page  75  -  Paragraph  5  -  Section  1:   The  USPS  elk  logging  coordination 
guidelines  provide  a  200  foot  buffer  zone  for  this  activity.   We  question 
the  BLM  basis  for  selecting  100  foot  buffers.   Since  riparian  areas  are 
often  movement  corridors  for  big  game,  we  feel  that  a  buffer  sCrip  of  uncut 
timber  at  least  200  feet  wide  or  equal  to  two  elk  sight  distances,  whicheve 
is  greater,  should  be  left  along  such  areas.   We  recommend  USPS  guidelines 
be  used  unless  BLM  data  are  available  to  support  the  100  foot  buffer.   (The 
buffer  for  oil  and  gas  is  listed  as  500  feet).   At  the  Open  House,  it  was 

ated  that  this  was  arbitrarily  chosen,  assuming  timber  harvest  does  less 
damage  to  habitat  than  oil  and  gas  activities.   We  would  like  to  see  the 
ionale  supporting  this  choice. 
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ternative  to  no  leasing,"  requires  a  land  use 
planning  decision  to  support  its  use,  and  is 
long  term  (could  be  considered  permanent), 
rather  than  seasonal.  In  terms  of  avoiding 
impacts  to  habitat  and  other  surface  values, 
the  NSO  restriction  is  effectively  "equal  to  no 
leasing."  Using  your  example  of  oil  and  gas 
leasing  and  related  activities,  v^eW  pads  and 
any  other  structures  or  related  activities 
would  not  be  allowed  on  an  NSO  area.  The 
lease  for  the  subsurface  minerals,  however, 
would  allow  for  their  exploration  and  devel- 
opment from  outside  the  NSO  area  (e.g., 
through  directional  drilling)  and,  at  the  same 
time,  provides  the  opportunity  to  compen- 
sate for  loss  of  revenues  to  the  national  treas- 
ury caused  by  drainage  of  the  federal  oil  or 
gas  from  wells  on  private,  state,  or  other  fed- 
eral leases  adjacent  to  the  NSO  area.  See  Ap- 
pendix 0-1  in  this  document. 

37-5  Your  recommendation  is  standard  BLM 
operating  procedure.  The  Wyoming  BLM 
standard  oil  and  gas  lease  stipulations  (pro- 
totype of  the  standard  mitigation  guidelines 
in  the  revised  Appendix  0-1  in  this  docu- 
ment) are  attached  to  oil  and  gas  leases, 
along  with  other  conditions  required  by  law 
and  regulation.  Some  of  the  "buyer  beware" 
situation  cannot  be  avoided,  since  oil  and 
gas  leases  are  issued  before  there  is  a  pro- 
posal for  exploratory  drilling  or  subsequent 
development.  However,  thesituationisdiffer- 
ent  than  implied  by  your  comment,  due  to 
the  degree  of  attention  we  have  given  sur- 
face disturbance  impacts  and  the  way  the 
standard  mitigation  guidelines  are  used  in  de- 
veloping our  land  use  plans.  The  lease  stip- 
ulations are  likely  to  be  more  than  sufficient 
to  protect  the  values  of  concern  and  the 
buyer  (of  the  lease)  is  aware  of  the  require- 
ments when  the  lease  is  obtained.  It  then 
becomes  incumbent  upon  the  leaseholder  to 
show  (e.g.,  in  the  drilling  proposal  or  APD) 
where  modification  of  the  requirement  may 
be  appropriate  to  a  specific  site.  The  guide- 
lines are  used  as  a  tool  in  the  RMP  to  help 
develop  the  plan  alternatives  and  provide  a 
baseline  for  comparative  impact  analysis. 
They  are  used  in  the  same  way  in  addressing 
exploration  and  development  proposals  and 
analyzing  additional  or  different,  site- 
specific  requirements  which  may  be  needed. 

37-6  State  wildlife  objectives  would  be  met 
when  habitat  conditions  allow  and  when  wild- 
life objectives  are  compatible  with  other 
RMP  resource  management  objectives. 
Land  use  allocations  would  be  directed 
toward  habitat  management  to  support  1987 
State  wildlife  objective  levels.  Please  note 
text  changes. 
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Section  4:   We  recommend  cut  units  be  limited  to  26  scree.   We  question 
why  40  acre  units  are  proposed  here,  especially  since  the  state  BLM  office 
recommends  25  acre  uoita  and  the  BLM  manual  (releases  5470-5700)  recommends 
30  acre  uoits.   The  USFS  has  developed  guidelines  based  on  elk  forage  use 
data  and  we  recooniend  these  be  used  unless  BLM  has  data  to  support  larger 
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Page  76  -  North  Piney  Unit:  20  ye 
ts  to  cover.  We  would  prefer  data, 
en  to  support  this  statement. 
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Page  76:   Timber  sales  on  Miller  Mountain  in  the  1950s  and  1960a  con- 
sisted primarily  of  partial  cuts  and  high  grading.   According  to  the  RMP , 
approximately  20  acres  involved  in  these  old  cuts  is  not  properly  reforested 
from  the  standpoint  of  either  long-term  forest  management  or  elk. 
hiding/thermal  cover.   In  1986,  a  35  acre  timber  sale  in  the  same  general 
area  was  completed.   More  timber  sales  are  planned  for  the  area  in  the 
future. 

Data  regarding  cover/forage  ratios  on  Miller  Mountain  and  an  elk  habitat 
effectiveness  model  will  be  developed.   In  the  meantime,  we  have  strong 
reservations  about  the  effect  of  timber  sales  on  Miller  Mountain  on  elk 
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We  recommend  development  of  an  HMP  for  the  Miller  Mountain  area  to  ana- 
lyze the  timbering/elk  cover  conflict  before  this  area  is  included  in  the 
timber  base  in  the  RMP.   We  agree  with  the  plan  to  eiclude  the  Ft.  Hill  area 
from  the  timber  base,  since  very  little  timber  is  present,  and  it  currently 
provides  important  elk  cover. 
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Off  Road  Vehicle  Hana; 
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Page  79  -  Actions  -  lat  Column:   We  are  assuming  the  Game  and  Fish 
Department  peraonnel  and  the  seasonal  elk  feeders  will  have  administrative 
access  to  the  feedgrounds  during  these  restrictions.   If  not,  agreement 
needs  to  be  reached  relative  such  access  prior  to  plan  approval. 

We  would  also  like  to  work  cooperatively  with  BLM  on  developing  a  road 
management  plan  from  South  Cottonwood  Creek  south  to  South  Piney  Creek 
(T29-32N.  RIUW)  that  would  prevent  further  degradation  of  the  existing 
roads  and  prevent  resource  damage .  while  providing  some  security  areas  for 
game  animals  during  the  hunting  season.   We  feel  it  would  improve  hunting 
success  and  reduce  resource  damage  simultaneously. 

Page  82  -  Lands  Management  -  Actions:   We  agree  that  land  exchange  is 
the  preferred  method  of  disposal  and  prefer  that  the  total  acres  of  public 
land  in  this  resource  area  not  be  reduced.   We  also  recommend  no  crucial 
wildlife  habitat  or  acreages  involving  migration  routes  be  disposed  or 
changed.   Such  areas  should  remain  BLH  holdings  unless  it  can  be 
aonstrated  lands  proposed  for  acquisition  are  equal  to  or  exceed  wildlife 
lues  of  those  lands  proposed  for  trade.   These  areas  are  identified  on  Map 
,  page  83,  and  should  be  analyzed  using  the  updated  WGFD  distribution 


Pages  138-143  -  Map  E;  No  wetlands  are  shown  in  the  Pinedale  Resource 
Vrea.  This  is  probably  the  result  of  depending  on  LANDSAT  imagery,  which 
loes  not  give  the  resolution  needed  to  pick  up  the  many  small  wetlands  such 
js  in  the  Upper  Green  River  area  and  the  New  Fork  Potholes.  These  wetlands 
are  extremely  important  to  wildlife,  particularly  oongame  species.  We 
suggest  the  BLM  provide  a  discussion  of  wetlands  in  the  Resource  Area,  and 
:ommit  to  management  and  protection  of  all  wetlands  on  BLM  land. 

Affected  Environment 


28 


Page  144  -  Wildlife  -  Paragraph  2:   In  this  section,  "planning  objec- 
ives"  should  be  substituted  for  "strategic  plan  objectives".   We  would  also 
ecommend  inclusion  of  a  statement  regarding  the  WGFD's  method  of 
istablishing  herd  unit  objectives  and  the  fact  that  they  are  subject  to 
hange. 

Table  28  -  population  objectives  for  the  following  herd  units  should  be: 


ELK 

Upper  Green  River 

2.240 

Pinedale 

1,567 

Piney 

2,424 

Hoback 

1,079 

37-7  We  recognize  these  concerns  and  will 
address  them  in  the  South  LaBarge  Conn- 
mon  AMP. 

37-8  Text  changes  have  been  made  to  the  forest 
management  objective  in  the  Proposed  Plan. 

37-9  Crucial  v\/ildlife  habitats  would  only  be 
exchanged  for  lands  with  equal  or  higher 
public  values.  Prior  to  disposal,  an  environ- 
mental analysis  would  be  conducted  in  con- 
junction with  the  land  report  to  ascertain  sig- 
nificance of  wildlife  habitat  values.  This 
analysis  would  provide  the  basis  for  deter- 
mining whether  the  lands  should  be  retained 
in  federal  ownership  or  offered  for  disposal. 
Generally,  crucial  wildlife  habitats  would  not 
be  offered  as  sale  parcels.  Specific  parcels 
may  be  sold  if  the  analysis  shows  the  public 
interest  would  best  be  served. 

37-10  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Your  con- 
cern has  been  considered  in  preparation  of 
the  final  document. 

37-11  Please  refer  to  Response  37-4.  Direc- 
tional drilling  from  outside  the  northeastern 
and  northern  end  of  the  Rock  Creek  ACEC 
would  be  form  a  distance  of  V2  mile  to  1  mile. 
In  general,  directional  drilling  distances 
greater  than  V?  mile  is  technologically  feasi- 
ble but  may  or  may  not  be  economically  fea- 
sible. Technology  is  subject  to  change  and 
what  may  not  be  feasible  today,  may  be  fea- 
sible in  the  future.  Price  is  another  factor 
which  could  change  the  feasibility  of  a  pro- 
posal. 

37-12  The  references  to  Wyoming  Game  and 
Fish  Department  strategic  plan  objectives 
were  written  to  include  herd  unit  objectives 
specific  to  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area.  The 
text  has  been  changed  to  read  "planning 
objective  levels"  in  place  of  "strategic  plan 
levels"  as  recommended.  Changes  in  wildlife 
objectives  based  on  public  input  to  WGFD 
will  be  considered  based  on  habitat  availabil- 
ity. The  RMP  sets  objectives  for  wildlife  hab- 
itat so  that  multiple  use  management  deci- 
sions support  current  (1987)  WGFD 
planning  objective  levels.  Although  changes 
in  objectives  may  occur,  there  is  no  guar- 
antee that  habitat  will  be  available  to  accom- 
modate increased  big  game  populations  on 
BLM-administered  lands.  Increases  in  herd 
unit  objectives  should  be  carefully  applied 
by  WGFD  and  coordinated  with  habitat  man- 
agers to  ensure  that  these  adjustments  are 
not  solely  based  on  hunter  demand.  Habitat 
remains  the  limiting  factor  to  population 
management  as  stated  in  the  RMP.  Changes 
in  RMP  use  allocation  (i.e.,  1987  WGFD  plan- 
ning objective  levels)  may  require  an  RMP 
amendment. 
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Big  gome  population  objectives  are  developed  for  each  herd  unit  and  B«t 
for  a    five-year  manageaent  period.   Some  locaUted  iocreaaes  in  big  game,  as 
mentioned  on  pages  198  and  199.  may  reault  from  OHV  policy  or  habitat  impro- 
vement; but  thifl  alone  will  not  change  WCFD  objectives  or  change  overall 
population  status. 

Current  management  to  attain  population  objectives  is  baaed  on  the 
Strategic  Plan  for  the  Comprehenaive  Management  of  Wildlife  in  Wyoming. 
1984-1989.   At  the  end  of  this  five  year  period,  all  herd  unit  objectives 
will  be  reviewed  by  WGFO.   Input  will  be  solicited  from  federal  land  manage- 
ment agencies,  landowners  and  other  interested  publics.   This  process  may 
result  in  some  changes  in  objective  numbers.   We  believe  BLM  management 
decisions  noocerning  wildlife  population  objectives  should  be  consistent 
with  the  wishes  of  the  public  and  allowable  habitat  parameters.   Objectives 
may  be  changed  for  the  Strategic  Plan  for  1990-1994,  depending  on  infor- 
mation available  at  that  time.   This  may  include  increases  in  sooe  of  the 
existing  population  objectives,  should  forage  and  habitat  constraints  ao 
allow. 

Page  146  -  Maps  22-25:  The  big  game  crucial  ranges  shown  in  the  RMP  are 
basically  correct.  Bowever,  these  are  updated  as  new  information  on  distri- 
bution becomes  available.  The  maps  are  presently  being  updated  and  will  be 
slightly  different  than  the  current  map.  Periodic  changes  in  these  maps  can 
be  expected. 


Page  158  -  Paragraph  1:   At  the  Open  Bouse,  it  was  stated  that  USPS  data 
were  used  and  BLM  timber  sales  were  usually  smaller  and  leas  economical  to 
cut  than  USFS  sales.   This  could  mean  these  data  are  biased,  giving  BLM 
timber  a  higher  resource  value  than  what  exists.   We  believe  a  statement 
relative  timber  sales  in  this  resource  area  being  at,  above,  or  below  cost 
sales  for  the  last  five  years  could  be  appropriate  since  this  affects  the 
value  of  this  resource  as  related  to  other  resource  values. 

Page  159  -  Table  31:   Again,  we  are  concerned  this  may  be  USFS  data 
based  on  larger  scale  timber  sales,  and.  if  ao,  may  not  be  appropriate  for 
indicating  the  economics  of  this  plan 

Page  160  -  Paragraph  7:   This  mortality  data  iocludes  Categories  3  and  4 
which  were  previoualy  excluded  from  the  Timber  Management  Baae.   It  appeara 
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that  Categories  3  and  4  ahould  have  the  highest  mortality  rates  by  categori- 

32 

cal  definition  and  therefore  bias  the  mortality  projections  when  applied  to 

the  Timber  Management  Base.   We  recommend  Categories  3  and  4  be  excluded 

from  these  calculations. 

' 

Off  Road  Vehicles 

, 

Page  165  -  Limited:   ORV  use  to  pick  up  big  game  kills  in  acme  areas  may 

cause  excessive  resource  damage.   This  activity  would  be  difficult  to 

33 

enforce,  may  harass  game  animals  significantly,  and  could  lead  to  further 

road  management  problems  and  resource  damage.   We  suggest  this  question  be 

addressed  on  a  site  specific  basis  in  specific  sensitive  areas. 

Forestry 

Page  185:   Data  presented  here  that  are  not  identified  as  BLM  data  are 

34 

probably  from  the  USFS  and  appear  to  increase  the  analyzed  value  of  BLM 

timber  economics.   We  recommend  BLM  data  be  used  for  a  more  accurate  eva- 

luation. 

Chapter  A 

Page  189  -  Paragraph  2  -  Environmental  Consequences  -  Minerals:   Again, 
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it  is  our  understanding  there  is  a  technological  limit  to  directional 

drilling  of  1/2  mile  or  more,  and  the  3  mile  assumption  is  unrealistic. 

Conclusion 

Page  190:   We  recoomend  the  adverse  impacts  to  wildlife  from  revocation 

36 

of  existing  mineral  withdrawals  be  analyzed.   He  were  unable  to  find  the 

analysis  or  a  map  of  the  withdrawal  areas  to  determine  wildlife  habitat 

1 

impacts. 

Wildlife  Habitat 

i 

( 

Page  191  -  Minerals  -  Paragraph  1:   We  suggest  a  map  be  provided  showing 
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the  rehabilitated  areas  that  provide  good  or  better  habitat  for  wildlife 

1 

than  before  disturbance,  and  those  species  that  were  benefited. 

1 
1 

Livestock  Crazing 

1 

Page  194  -  Paragraph  1:   When  forage  increases  are  realized  on  certain 

38 

big  game  crucial  winter  ranges,  it  may  be  more  appropriate  to  reserve  more 

than  50  percent  of  the  increased  production  for  wildlife,  depending  on 

final  specific  evaluation. 

37-13  The  no  surface  occupancy  stipulation 
(NSO)  would  protect  winter  elk  habitat  as 
effectively  as  no  leasing.  Refer  to  Response 
37-4. 

37-14  The  riparian  objective  has  been  changed 
in  the  Proposed  Plan.  Riparian  area  manage- 
ment will  be  considered  in  the  development 
of  AMPs  which  may  include  the  establish- 
ment of  a  forage  utilization  standard. 

37-15  For  the  purposes  of  the  Pinedale  RMP, 
cover,  in  terms  of  forest  management,  is 
defined  as  the  conifer  acreage  within  the 
resource  area.  Table  12  displays  the  current 
conifer/cover  levels  as  well  as  those 
acreages  currently  out  of  cover,  and  those 
acreages  proposed  to  be  out  cover. 

The  timber  location  map  (Map  F  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS)  shows  the  conifer  locations  and 
thus,  also  cover  locations.  It  does  not  show 
areas  currently  out  of  cover;  however,  the 
past  logging  and  wildfire  overlay  and  the 
past  logging  and  wildfire  status  data,  which 
depict  the  current  out  of  cover  status,  are 
available  for  review  in  the  Pinedale  Resource 
Area  office. 

Your  statement  that  "a  strong  emphasis" 
does  not  assure  maintenance  of  cover  levels 
is  correct.  It  was  not  intended  to  give  such 
assurance  by  itself.  It  was  intended  as  the 
guiding  objective  from  which  management 
actions  would  be  developed.  The  actions 
and  mitigations  developed  for  the  Preferred 
Alternative  (forest  management)  were  devel- 
oped based  on  the  cover  emphasis  objective. 
This  can  be  verified  by  comparing  the  Pre- 
ferred Alternative  with  Alternatives  A  and  B 
where  higher  emphasis  was  placed  on 
timber  production  and  less  on  wildlife. 

37-16  Paragraph  1  —  Category  3  was  not 
included  as  part  of  the  timber  harvest  base 
for  several  reasons.  First,  timber  harvesting 
is  not  specifically  proposed  or  planned  for 
these  acres.  Second,  before  any  timber  har- 
vesting would  be  allowed,  the  project  would 
be  analyzed  through  an  environmental  anal- 
ysis. If  the  project  would  not  result  in  mea- 
surable or  quantifiable  benefits  to  wildlife,  or 
in  the  case  of  campgrounds,  reduce  a  haz- 
ard, the  project  would  not  be  allowed.  Third, 
including  the  Category  3  lands  in  the  allow- 
able harvest  base  would  result  in  a  higher 
annual  harvest  rate,  which  would  reduce 
cover  levels  below  those  currently  projected, 
resulting  in  a  higher  net  sustained  impact  to 
wildlife. 

Paragraph  2  —  See  Response  37-15.  The 
statement  that  precommercial  thinning 
should  not  significantly  affect  cover  levels  is 
based  on  an  assumption  that  leaving  approx- 
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Page  255  -  Surface  Disturbance  Mitigation:   Sections  1  and  3  are 
45  percent  and  100  feet  for  the  forestry  guidelines.   We  suggest  they  be 
clarified  as  previously  stated. 


Guidance:   We  feel  that  negotiation  should 


Wildlife  Mitigation  Heasur 


ior  to  the  permitting 


Pages  255-256:   NSO  limitations  become  useless  if  they  are  not  applied 
to  long-term  projects,  and  they  should  not  be  revoked  unless  drastic  exter- 
nal forces  of  another  type  change  wildlife  distributions.   This  comment 
applies-  to  both  sections  1  and  2. 


Section  3:   We  suggest  "WGFD  will  be  consulted  rela 
ildlifc  species"  should  be  added  to  the  end  of  this  se 


impac  ta 


Page  256:  As  pri 
mal  disturbance  a 
n  numbers.   Reaso 


lously  mentioned,  NSO  stipulations  account  only  for 
not  for  habitat  losses  that  directly  affect  popula 
and  means  to  rectify  this  situation  have  been  com- 
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Potential  bald  eagle  nesting  habitat  from  Fontenelle  Reservoir  up  the 
Green  River  to  Daniel  (including  crucial  nesting  habitat  associated 
with  the  Daniel  nest  site)  and  up  the  New  Pork  River  to  Pinedale; 


b.   Potential  and  occupied  eum 
private  and  U.S.  Forest  Ser 


ange  for  whooping  cranes  (mostly  i 
lands); 


Peregrine  falcon  recovery  area  (including  potential  nesting  and 
foraging  areas)  in  the  upper  New  Fork  River  area; 


d .   Potential  production  areas  for  trumpet 
and  U.S.  Forest  Service  lands); 


(mostly  on  pr 


Crucial  merlin  and  nesting  habitat  along  the  Green 
Tovnships  26,27,  and  28  North.  Range  112  West; 


f.   Crucial 


lands). 


eat  blue  heron  nesting  habitat  (thirteen  known  colonies); 
sting  habitat  for  long-billed  curlews  (mostly  on  private 
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The  RMP  does  not  mention  a  wildlife  habitat  improvement  plan.  We  recoi 
mend  plans  for  aspen  management,  prescribed  burns  for  wildlife,  water  deve' 
lopment ,  wetland  development,  etc.  be  roughly  outlined  or  developed  in  the 
RHP,  as  was  done  for  other  user  groups. 


E 


43 


44 


s  resource  area  is  within  the  upper  Green  River  waterfowl  management 
The  RMP  has  not  adequately  addressed  wetlands  and  wetland  associated 
Idlife.  The  Resource  Area  has  an  existing  standing  water  inventory.  We 
t  development  of  a  wetland  HMP  to  identify  potential  wetland  projects 
for  habitat  enhancement  or  development,  possibly  associated  with  mitigation 
for  wetland  losses  in  nearby  areas.  The  Plan  should  insure  that  the  BLM  and 
WGFD  have  the  option  to  cooperatively  develop  proposals  and  implement  pro- 

o  improve  and  develop  wetlands  as  needs  are  identified  in  the  future. 
Opportunit  ies  for  wetland  improvements  have  increased  with  greater  availabi- 
lity of  funding.  We  recommend  the  Resource  Area  be  an  active  participant  in 
the  Wyoming  Wetland  Avifauna  Team. 

Data  and  information  on  Canada  geese  and  ducks  should  be  integrated  into 
the  plan  from  this  Department's  1986  Waterfowl  Completion  Report.   The  1985 
ndhill  and  whooping  crane  completion  reports  also  contain  pertinent  infor- 


The  1982-86  trumpeter  swan  progr 
Hay  1.  1987.  contains  specific  infor 


report,  which  become  available 

on  relative  to  wetland  management  on 


innately  680  uncut  trees  (1 0  to  20  feet  tall)  per 
acre  will  provide  sufficient  cover  to  hide  90 
percent  of  an  adult  standing  elk  at  200  feet. 
This  assumption  issupported  bystudiescon- 
ducted  by  Smith  and  Long  ("Elk  Hiding  and 
Thermal  Cover  Guidelines  in  the  Context  of 
Lodgepole  Pine  Stand  Density,"  Western 
Journal  of  Applied  Forestry,  January  1987), 
which  indicates  that  stands  with  trees  10  feet 
tall  can  provide  hiding  cover  with  as  few  as 
150  trees  per  acre. 

37-17  All  timber  sale  activity  is  subject  to  addi- 
tional environmental  review,  through  a  site- 
specific  environmental  analysis,  and  can  be 
adjusted  during  the  site-specific  analysis  pro- 
cess. If  aparticularsalecould  bemoreappro- 
priately  mitigated  by  imposing  a  200-foot, 
500-foot,  or  wider  buffer,  then  the  more  strin- 
gent restriction  would  be  applied. 

The  100  foot  distance  is  supported  by  a  pub- 
lication (The  Best  Management  Practices  for 
the  Management  and  Protection  of  Western 
Riparian  Stream  Ecosystems)  prepared  by 
the  American  Fisheries  Society,  Western 
Division,  which  states  "at  a  minimum,  equip- 
ment should  not  operate  within  100-foot 
slope  distance  of  the  high  water  mark  in 
stream  courses."  The  buffer  strip  was  estab- 
lished for  riparian/water  quality  purposes, 
not  wildlife  travel  corridors  or  hiding  cover 
purposes.  Little  difference  in  impacts  was 
determined  between  the  100-foot  distance 
and  the  500-foot  mitigation  guideline 
(Appendix  C-1  in  this  document)  as  a 
general  rule.  When  the  needs  of  specific  sit- 
uations are  taken  into  account,  and  site- 
specific  requirements  developed,  any  differ- 
ences between  the  two  standards  are 
minimized. 

The  500-foot  distance  from  riparian  areas, 
wetlands,  and  live  water  stipulation  applied 
to  oil  and  gas  activities  is  intended  to  restrict 
activities  such  as  road,  pipeline,  and  well  pad 
construction,  and  would  not  apply  to  activi- 
ties that  do  not  result  in  soil  excavation. 
Forest  management  activities  that  would 
result  in  soil  excavation,  such  as  road,  skid 
trail,  and  loading  point  (landings)  construc- 
tion must  also  adhere  to  the  500-foot  restric- 
tion. 

37-18  The  45  percent  slope  restriction  is  based 
on  BLM-Wyoming  forest  management  guide- 
lines which  state,  "the  use  of  crawler  tractors 
should  not  be  allowed  on  unstable  soils  or 
in  any  area  where  they  will  create  an  erosion 
problem  orcontributetostream  siltation."  As 
a  general  rule,  crawler  tractor  operation 
should  not  be  permitted  on  slopes  over  45 
percent.  The  45  percent  figure  is  also  some- 
what of  an  accepted  standard  in  the  Rocky 
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with    Che   Wyoming    Caoie    and    Piah    Honga 

Wildlife 


should  identify  those  factors  vbich 
ne  protection  on  BLH  lands.   Haoagenent 

addressed  and  should  be  coordinated 
e  Section  and  USFWS. 
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Aa  stated  in  the  EIS  (page  133)  "the  Green  River  Basin  is  one  of  the 

largest  basins  in  the  Bocky  Mountain  region  and  may  rank  first  in  ultimate 
gas  producing  potential".    Past  and  present  oil -gas  activities  in  the  Basin 
have  resulted  in  stressed,  displaced,  and  possibly  reduced  vildlife  popula- 
tions.  As  stated  in  this  EIS  (page  151)  "All  of  the  indicies  suggest  that 
Che  area  is  approaching  the  acceptability  treahold  for  continued  elk  use. 
Given  Che  existing  conditions,  future  cover  reduction  or  increased  human 
activity  would  likely  result  in  decreases  in  affected  elk  populations 
through  lowered  anioal  productivity  or  possible  long-term  abandonment  of 
impacted  areas."  An  additional  10,571  acres  of  habitat  will  be  disturbed  by 
surface  activities,  according  to  the  preferred  alternative  (page  28).   In 
addition,  there  are  currently  "2,235  acres  of  public  land  associated  with 
producing  wells  and  8.332  acres  of  public  land  lost  to  roads  are  out  of  pro- 
duction for  wildlife  habitat"  (page  151).   Table  29  (page  U5)  evaluates  the 
habitat  status  for  terrestrial  wildlife.   The  quantity  of  crucial  winter 
range  is  considered  as  "decreasing"  for  antelope,  mule  deer,  elk,  and  noose. 
The  quality  of  crucial  winter  range  for  these  four  species  is  considered  as 
only  "fair".   Crucial  parturition  areas  for  mule  deer  and  elk  are  also 
decreasing  but  considered  "excellent"  with  respect  to  quality. 

It  has  been  determined  by  this  EIS  that  surface  disturbances  will  result 
in  direct  impact  of  16  percent  of  the  mule  deer  crucial  winter  range;  9 
percent  of  the  elk  crucial  winter  range,  and  4  percent  of  the  antelope  cru- 
cial winter  range  (preferred  alternative,  page  28).   It  is  not  certain  how 
these  habitat  impacts  will  quantitatively  affect  these  big  game  populations. 
In  light  of  the  fact  that  "hunting  and  fishing  activities  have  historically 
been  the  third  highest  income-generating  industry  in  Sublette  County,"  (page 
144),  we  feel  the  value  of  this  habitat  loss  has  been  significantly 
underestimated  in  the  EIS.   For  example,  based  on  consumptive  recreation  day 
expenditure  return  to  Che  sCates  economy,  the  mean  return  (1980-1984)  within 
the  Sublette  antelope  herd  unit  (401)  has  been  over  §912,600  annually.   The 
Sublette  sage  grouse  management  area  consumptive  mean  economic  return  to  the 
state's  economy  averaged  nearly  $83,000  per  year  between  1982  and  1984. 
Similar  calculations  can  be  generated  for  other  programs,  but  the  point  ia, 
the  economic  impact  attributable  to  wildlife  is  substantial.   It  is  recom- 
mended that  these  potential  wildlife  related  income  losses  be  addressed  in 
the  environmental  impact  statement.    We  would  be  happy  to  supply  our  data 
on  economic  values  of  wildlife.   It  ia  also  recommended  that  a  cumulative 
effects  analysis  be  done  for  all  additional  oil  &  gas,  and  timber  per- 
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nd  suggest  that  uae  of  the  Forest  Servii 
esa  Model  would  be  a  good  start. 


Elk  Uabitat 


Th. 


ing  to 


thr 


onmental  impac  C  statement  is  inconsistent  when 
aining  habitat  for  wildlife  population  levels.   Some  sections  indica 
ire  to  support  population  at  "1985  Wyoming  Came  and  Fish  Department 
egic  Plan  levels"  while  other  sections  indicate  desires  to  support 
ect  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Strategic  Plan  population  levels".   It  is 
mended  that  the  environmental  impact  statement   be  consistent 
ghout  and  remain  updated  by  utilizing  the  later  wording. 


Analysis  of  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area,  utilizing  the  Department's 
Wildlife  Land  Use  Management  Planning  system  which  ranks  wildlife  programs 
on  a  statewide  baais  based  on  biological,  economic  and  mineral  ownership 

area  from  a  wildlife  standpoint  (Tables  I  t,    2).   Most  of  the  BLM  Pinedale 
Resource  Management  area  is  within  the  Sublette  and  Wyoming  Range  mule  dee 


There  are  twelve  critical/crucial  overlapping  big  game  habitat  areas  of 
significant  importance  to  the  Department  within  the  Resource  Area  (Table  1  - 
Map  attached).   The  preferred  alternative  within  the  environmental  impact 
statement  allows  for  the  improvement  of  16,000  acres  of  wildlife  habitat 
within  the  resource  area.   It  is  recommended  that  the  identified  oveclappiag 
big  game  crucial  habitat  parcels  be  further  evaluated-tanked  in  cooperation 
with  the  Department ,  and  priority  be  given  to  such  areas  for  habitat  impro- 
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Table  1.  Big  Game  critical  overlapping  habitat  parcel 
Department's  Wildlife  Land  Use  Management  Planning  Sya 
the  BLM-Pinedale  RMP  EIS  are  listed  below: 

Big  Game  Berd  Units  with  Critical 
Overlapping  Habitat 


Lincoln  Moose  Herd  (417)  Plus  West  Green 
River  Elk  Herd  (428)  Plus  West  Green  Rivi 
Pronghotn  Herd  (417)  Plus  Wyoming  Range 
Mule  Deer  Herd  (131) 

Sublette  Moose  Herd  (105)  Plua  Sublette 
Pronghorn  Herd  (401)  Plus  Wyoming  Range 
Mule  Deer  Herd  (131) 

Sublette  Moose  Herd  (105)  Plus 
Wyoming  Range  Mule  Deer  Herd  (131) 


identified  by  the 
and  affected  by 


Area  Number  on  Map 
(attached) 


Mountain  area,  as  a  limit  of  safe  operation  for 
conventional  skidding  equipment  (Berg 
1987).  It  should  be  noted  that  logging  is  not 
precluded  on  slopes  in  excess  of  45  percent, 
rather  that  specialized  skidding  equipment  is 
required  on  steeper  slopes. 

The  slope  stipulation  is  a  guideline.  Prior  to 
conducting  any  logging  activity,  the  BLM 
\n\\\  prepare  site-specific  environmental  doc- 
umentation. Should  the  site-specific  analy- 
sis indicate  that  more  or  less  stringent  restric- 
tions are  needed,  they  v\/ill  be  applied. 

As  with  the  500-foot  setback  from  water,  the 
25  percent  slope  stipulation  is  intended  to  be 
applied  to  activities  that  result  in  soil  excava- 
tion, such  as  road,  pipeline,  and  well  pad  con- 
struction. Timber  related  activities  that 
would  require  soil  excavation  would  also 
have  to  adhere  to  the  25  percent  restriction. 
The  differences  between  the  25  percent  and 
45  percent  slope  standards  relate  to  the 
kinds  of  activities  that  would  or  would  not  be 
allowed.  If  specific  proposals  are  developed 
which  demonstrate  that  adverse  impacts  that 
go  against  planning  objectives  would  be 
avoided,  activities  which  would  otherwise  be 
prohibited  may  be  allowed. 

Slash  disposal  will  be  analyzed  on  a  site- 
specific  basis.  The  method  selected  will  be 
designed  to  promote  reforestation,  minimize 
erosion,  and  allow  big  game  movement  (see 
Appendix  E  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS). 

37-19  The  figure  given  for  clearcuts  is  a  guide- 
line. Actual  clearcut  size  should  be  deter- 
mined by  site-specific  conditions,  such  as 
stand  size,  stand  condition,  insect/disease 
levels,  wildlife  cover  needs,  etc. 

As  previously  stated,  a  site-specific  environ- 
mental analysis  will  be  conducted  for  all 
timber  harvesting  projects.  Should  such  anal- 
ysis determine  that  more  or  less  stringent 
clearcut  controls  are  necessary,  they  would 
be  applied  on  a  specific  project  basis. 

The  BLM  State  Office  clearcut  size  recom- 
mendation states,  "If  clearcutting  is  deter- 
mined to  be  the  appropriate  system,  the  cut- 
ting units  should  not  exceed  25  acres  in  size 
under  normal  conditions."  Generally,  clear- 
cuts  in  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area  will 
adhere  to  the  State  Office  guidance;  how- 
ever, we  feel  it  necessary  to  set  our  upper 
clearcut  size  limit,  to  allow  management  flex- 
ibility to  meet  RMP  objectives,  and  to  provide 
for  abnormal  situations,  such  as  salvage 
after  a  wildfire  and  controlling  insect  or  dis- 
ease infestations,  that  were  not  specifically 
addressed  in  the  State  Office  guidance.  Sup- 
port for  the  40-acre  size  limit  can  be  found 
in  the  publication  "Forest  Management  in 
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Sublette  Moo«e  Herd  (105)  Plus 

Pine;  EU  Berd  (106)                                    4 

Sublette  Proaghorn  Herd  (401)  Plus 

Uyoniag  lUnge  Mule  Deer  Herd  (131)                       3 

Upper  Green  River  Elk  Herd  (107)  Plus 

Sublette  Hooae  Herd  (103)                                6 

Sublette  Hoose  Herd  (105)  Plus  Sublette 

Mule  Deer  Herd  (104)  Plus  Sublette 

Pronghorn  Herd  (401)                                    7 

Sublette  Hoose  Herd  (105)  Plus 

Sublette  Mule  Deer  Herd  (104)                            8 

Sublette  Pronghorn  Herd  (401)  Plus 

Sublette  Moose  Herd  (105)                             9 

West  Green  River  Elk  Berd  (428)  Plus 

Sublette  Pronghorn  Herd  (401)  Plus 

Wyoming  Range  Mule  Deer  Herd  (131)                       10 

48 

Pioey  Elk  Herd  (106)  Plus  Uyoning 

Range  Mule  Deer  Herd  (131)                              11 

Lincoln  Moose  Herd  (417)  Plus 

West  Green  River  Elk  Herd  (428)  Plus 

Wyosiing  Range  Mule  Deer  Herd  (131)                       12 

Table  2.  Herd  Units/Management  Areas  and  their  statewide  rank  as  identi 

fied 

by  the  Department's  Wildlife  Land  Use  Management  Planning  Syst 

so 

and  affected  by  the  BLM-Pioedale  RHP  EIS  are  listed  below; 

Species        Herd  Unit/Management  Area          Statewide  Rank 

(rank/herd  units) 

Antelope                401                         5/53 

Elk                     106                         9/40 

107                        11/40 

108                      21/40 

428                      25/40 

Hoose                   105                         3/21 

417                         2/21 

Hole  Deer               104                         2/57 
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5/57 
5/9 
1/5 
1/7 

18/19 
1/44 

16/44 


In  addition,  there  are  raptor  nesting  sites  in  the  area,  and  Class  I  and  2 
streams  which  include  the  Green  River  and  New  Fork  River. 

LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MAMAGEMEWT  AMD  VEGETATION 

The  preferred  alternative  indicated  98,552  acres  of  vegetation  will  be 
improved  through  manipulation  on  range  lands  (page  10).   A  great  deal  of 
caution  needs  to  be  exercised  as  to  the  type  and  location  of  these  treat- 
ments.  For  example,  allotment  #2049  has  been  proposed  for  the  "Improvement" 
category.   Comiients  under   h^  "Reasons"  column  state  "...The  old  sprays  need 
to  be  resprayed.   This  allotment  contains  a  crucial  winter  range  for  deer." 
It  not  only  contains  crucial  deer  winter  range,  but  has  a  relatively  dense 
concentration  of  sage  grouse  leks.   Any  vegetative  manipulations  within  this 
allotment  should  be  carefully  planned  and  include  wildlife  habitat  con- 
siderations.  Another  example  is  allotment  #2005.  for  which  improvements  are 
proposed  along  with  an  increase  in  livestock  AUM's.   This  allotment  contains 
crucial  habitat  for  elk,  deer,  and  pronghorn. 

A  preliminary  list  of  allotments  included  in  the  "I"  category  containing 
crucial  big  game  habitat  has  been  included  in  this  report  (Table  3).   It  is 
recommended   that  this  list  be  expanded  to  include  other  affected  species 
(i.e.  T  4  E  species)  having  crucial  habitat  within  all  allotments  in  the  "I" 
category. 


Pages  329-333  -  Table  3.   Allotments  included  in  the  "Impr 
which  contain  crucial  big  game  habitats. 


ategory 


No. 


lal  Habitat  tor: 
Elk        Antelope 


2127 
2049 
2035 
2005 
2077 
2201 
2062 
2073 
2007 


Wyoming"  (1971).  Our  analysis  for  the  RMP 
shows  that  there  may  be  situations  where  a 
clearcut  up  to  40  acres  would  be  more  help- 
ful in  achieving  RMP  objectives  in  a  particu- 
lar area  than  a  26-acre  clearcut.  Another 
important  factor  in  determining  an  appropri- 
ate size  for  a  clearcut  in  a  particular  situation 
is  the  configuration  or  shape  of  the  clearcut. 
This  could  have  important  implications  for 
impacts  to  other  resources  (e.g.,  elk  and  vis- 
ual resources). 

You  state  the  Forest  Service  recommends  a 
26-acre  clearcut  size  limit;  however,  they 
also  recommend  a  40-acre  size  limit  (refer  to 
their  prescription  for  Management  1  areas). 
By  using  a  40-acre  limit  and  basing  clearcut 
sizes  on  site-specific  conditions,  we  feel  that 
the  timber  sale  program  will  be  consistent 
with  that  of  the  Forest  Service. 

37-20  The  text  has  been  changed  to  read 
"Planning  Objectives"  instead  of  "Strategic 
Plan." 

37-21  Paragraph  1  —  We  included  the  following 
definition  in  the  final  document:  Emergency 
salvage  would  consist  of  the  removal  of  trees 
killed  or  seriously  injured  by  wildfire, 
weather,  and(or)  insect/disease  infestations. 

A  site-specific  environmental  analysis  would 
be  required  to  determine  if  a  salvage  opera- 
tion were  warranted  and  under  what  parame- 
ters this  could  be  conducted. 

Paragraph  2  —  The  20-year  time  frame  to 
return  harvest  areas  to  cover  is  an  assump- 
tion based  on  ocular  observations.  The 
observations  indicate  it  takes  about  5  years 
for  trees  to  become  reestablished  after 
which  they  exhibit  an  average  height  growth 
of  approximately  8  to  12  inches  annually. 
Using  the  8-inch  figure,  the  average  tree 
would  attain  a  12-foot  height  in  20  years. 

37-22  Paragraph  1  —  Page  1 60  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS  reads  that  past  management  activities 
have  removed  cover  from  approximately  209 
acres.  This  does  not  mean  these  areas  are 
not  properly  reforested.  It  does  mean  that  of 
the  299  acres  of  past  timber  removal  activity 
on  Miller  Mountain  (including  35  acres  log- 
ging in  1986),  approximately  209  acres  are 
not  currently  providing  sufficient  tree  cover, 
or  tree  cover  of  sufficient  height,  to  hide  a 
standing  adult  elk.  Regeneration  surveys, 
conducted  in  1986,  show  that  approximately 
212  acres  in  past  logging  areas  are  ade- 
quately stocked  (i.e.,  a  minimum  of  300 
trees/per  acre)  and  that  approximately  90 
acres  have  enough  trees  of  sufficient  height 
to  provide  cover  (300+  trees/acre,  7  feet  and 
taller).  See  the  Smith  and  Long  guidelines 
for  predicting  cover  discussed  in  Response 
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The  preferred  alternative  states  that  "...the  (forage)  allocation  wot 
be  approxiaately  SOZ  for  wildlife  and  watershed  and  the  other  ^OZ  to 
livestock..."  on  "I"  and  "H"  alloteents  which  cootaio  crucial  wildlife 
habitat  (page  72).   It  is  recoamended  that  forage  increases  resulting  froi 
aanipulation  on  wildlife  crucial  areas  be  allocated  on  a  case-by-case  baa 
between  livestock  and  wildlife.   In  aoae  cases,  wildlife  aay  require  aore 
than  50Z  of  the  allocation,  and  in  80«e  casea  lea's  than  50Z,   We  .feel  thi 
is  more  than  justified  because  of  the  economic  iaportance  of  wildlife 
related  activities  as  identified  by  this  EIS. 


Coordination  with  the  Departaent  relative  to  allotmen 
their  affects  on  overlapping  crucial  wildlife  habitat  par. 
by  the  Wildlife  Land  Use  Management  Planning  System  is  re< 


as  ideotifi 


The  preferred  alternative  atates  that  "approiimately  half  of-  the  allo- 
cated lands  would  be  allotted  to  livestock,  benefitting  livestock"  (page 

30).   We  recommend  that  unallotted  lands  within  wildlife  crucial  habitats 
not  be  allotted  to  livestock  until  a  specific  analyflia  of  each  situa 
been  completed.   Economic  returns  from  wildlife  will  justify  such  de. 
in  the  long-term. 


has 


The 


t  of  designing  livestock  grazing  pr, 
ended. 


ipar 
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As  stated  in  the  EIS,  "liveacock  grasing  probably  has  the  greatest 
impact  on  riparian  habitat  of  all  land  uaes  occurring  in  the  planning  area" 
(page  156).   According  to  the  1977  survey,  85Z  of  the  riparian  habitat  was 
in  fair  -  poor  condition-   It  can  probably  be  safely  assumed  that  general 
riparian  conditions  have  not  improved  appreciably  since  1977.    This 
Department  encourages  and  would  be  very  interested  in  providing  aeeistance 
in  designing  grazing  systems  that  would  benefit  riparian  habitat,  wildlife 
values,  livestock  and  recreation. 

FOREST  HANAGEMEHT 

The  preferred  alternative  objective  calls  for  managing  "the  forest 
resource  for  production  of  forest  products  with  emphasis  on  maintaining  1985 
wildlife  cover  levels"  (page  12).   Cover  values  existing  in  1985  aay  or  may 
not  have  been  adequate  for  certain  sites.   Based  on  the  rather  discouraging 
overview  of  wildlife  habitat  quantity  and  quality  given  in  this  EIS,  it  is 
recommended  that  the  1985  cover  levels  be  changed  to  forage /cover  ratios 
approiiaating  (i.e.  60/40)  for  this  objective.   It  is  also  recooaended  that 
BLM  timber  sales  not  be  made  adjacent  to  and  simultaneous  with  Forest 
Service  sales  unless  no  adverse  wildlife  impacts  can  be  denonstrated. 


55 


pr. 


The  conatr 

ictioo  of  "ounimum  standard" 

access  roads  for  timber  harvest 

addressed. 

No  mention  of  actual  miles 

of  road  closures  after  barveati 
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was  made.   As  stated  in  the  EIS  "best  populations  of  elk  on  these  areas  are 
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where  the  least   aaouot  of  improved  gravel  road  occur..."  (page  151).   It  is 

recommended  that  specific  road  closure  locationa  be  addressed. 

The  preferred  alternative  indicates  the  maximum  size  of  clear  cuts 

should  not  exceed  40  acres  (page  14).   As  stated  in  the  EIS  "...BLM  lands 

are  important  because  the  long  (continuous  stands)  of  cover  along  ridges 
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allow  elk  access  to  forage  and  winter  range"  (page  150).   Because  of  such 

stand  configuration  and  the  importance  of  these  travel  lanes  to  elk,  it  is 

recommended  that  clearcuts  be  reduced  to  26  acres  maximum  size.   This  would 

also  be  consistant  with  Forest  Service  clear  cut  recommendations. 

It  is  stated  that  clear  cutting  or  equipment  operations  will  not  be 

allowed  within  100  ft.  of  riparian  habitats  (pages  14,  75).   Elk-logging 

literature  recommendations  indicate  leaving  two  sight  distances  (400  ft.) 

between  ripsrian  communities  and  logging  activities.   This  EIS  appears  to  be 
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in  agreement  with  the  greater  distance  as  indicated  in  Table  3  (page  47) 

where  500  ft.  is  recommended,  as  i^  also  the  case  under  the  Recreation 

section  (page  33).   The  Grazing  section  also  mentiooe  not  placing  salt 

within  500  ft.  of  riparian  communit iee.   Due  to  the  relative  poor  condition 

of  riparian  habitats,  as  emphasized  in  this  EIS,  the  greater  distance  (500 

ft.)  is  recomoencied  between  timbering  activities  and  riparian  zones. 

In  an  attempt  to  maintain  the  existing  valuable  cover  in  all  crucial  elk 
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winter  ranges,  it  is  recommended  that  the  last  preferred  alternative  on  page 

14  be  replaced  with  alternative  C. 

It  is  concluded  for  forest  management  (page  194)  that  " the  major 

impact  stems  from  increased  human  activity  associated  with  energy  develop- 

ment.  The  timber  harvest  adds  to  this  impact  by  creating  new  roads  for 

human  access  by  removing  more  escape  and  thermal  cover.   Habitat  quality 

would  be  adversely  impacted  although  not  to  the  extent  of  decreasing  popula- 
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tion  levels."   If  16Z  of  the  crucial  mule  deer,  90Z  of  the  crucial  elk.  and 

4  percent  of  the  crucial  antelope  winter  ranges  are  going  to  be  impacted. 

justification  of  the  above  statement  is  difficult  at  best.   Wildlife  popula- 

tions may  very  well  be  affected.   It  is  recommended  that  adverse  impacts  on 

crucial  big  game  habitat  either  not  be  allowed,  or  permitted  only  after  the 

loss  has  been  negated  by  inproveaents  or  expansion  of  other  crucial  habitat 

located  nearby. 

LANDS  HANAGEHEHT 

The  preferred  alternative  indicates  6,300  acres  of  BLM  lands  are 
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suitable  for  disposal  through  sale  and/or  exchange  (page  20).   An  additional 

8,000  acres  are  suitable  for  exchange.   Lands  are  illustrated  on  map  #11, 

and  it  is  stated  in  Appendix  G-1  that  "...they  contain  no  significant 

37-1 6,  paragraph  2.  Of  the  209  acres  not  pres- 
ently providing  cover,  approximately  87 
acres  (including  the  35  acres  logged  in  1986) 
are  not  adequately  stocked.  To  achieve 
stocking,  the  BLM  scheduled  52  acres  for 
planting  in  1991  and  will  monitor  the  1986  log- 
ging (35  acres)  results  in  1988  and  1991. 
Should  monitoring  indicate  that  adequate 
natural  regeneration  would  not  be  achieved, 
artificial  reforestation  measures  would  be 
implemented. 

Paragraph  2  —  Cover/forage  ratios  are  use- 
ful guidelines  in  setting  management  objec- 
tives. Because  they  are  guidelines,  they 
should  be  subject  to  modification  when  site- 
specific  analysis  show  that  a  reduction  in 
cover  levels  would  be  acceptable. 

Cover/forage  guidelines  should  be  tailored 
to  fit  individual  situations  and  reflect  accept- 
able and  minimum  levels  as  well  as  the  stan- 
dard optimum  level.  Many  publications  refer 
to  a  60/40  forage  to  cover  ratio  as  optimum 
for  elk.  This  guideline  was  derived  from  stud- 
ies in  the  Blue  Mountains  of  Oregon  where 
there  was  a  relatively  continuous  forest 
cover.  Based  on  the  Blue  Mountain  study, 
the  Miller  Mountain  area  would  provide  a  for- 
age to  cover  ratio  far  below  optimum.  In  spite 
of  a  lower  cover  level,  elk  numbers  in  the 
West  Green  River  herd  unit  increased  from 
2,600  animals  in  1982  (data  furnished  by 
Elaine  Raper  in  1983)  to  3,816  (Table  28  of 
the  draft  RMP/EIS). 

The  statement  that  the  distribution  of  winter 
thermal  cover  may  be  a  limiting  factor  in  elk 
distribution  in  the  Miller  Mountain  area  is 
somewhat  misleading.  Our  data  indicate  that 
the  only  conifer  cover  included  in  the  crucial 
winter  range  is  the  422  acres  found  on  Fort 
Hill,  much  of  the  rest  of  the  crucial  range  is 
open  grass/sagebrush  hillsides  with  scat- 
tered patches  of  aspen  and  an  occasional 
small  patch  (usually  less  than  5  acres)  of 
open  Douglas-fir.  None  of  the  crucial  winter 
range  extends  onto  Miller  Mountain. 

Paragraph  3  —  Activity  plans,  whether  they 
are  for  wildlife  habitat  management,  timber 
management,  or  other  activities,  are  devel- 
oped from  the  guidance  and  parameters  in 
land  use  plans  (e.g.,  RMPs).  Individual  or 
combined  activity  plans  (HMP,  Forest  Man- 
agement Plan)  will  be  developed  upon  com- 
pletion of  the  RMP.  Activity  plans  will  con- 
sider wildlife,  as  well  as  other  resource 
values.  If  changes  in  management  are  found 
to  be  necessary,  they  would  be  initiated  at 
that  time. 
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wildlife, 
values,  an 
for  agr 


cultu 


ion,  or  other  resource  values,  have  QO  overriding 
sent  no  substantial  public  investoents.  The;^  are 
iodustrial,  commercial,  or  residential  developoeo 


Contrary  to  this  statement,  several  of  these  parcels  have  crucial  wiote 
range  values  for  wildlife  (Table  4).   Additional  parcels  are  alao  within 
parturition  areas  for  big  game.   If  these  parcels  are  crucial  to  certain 
wildlife  populations  and  16  ranges  are  at  carrying  capacity,  we  feel  their 
development  would  certainly  reduce  wildlife  population  levels.   Reduced 
wildlife  population  levels  would  in  turn  reduce  recreation  and  wildlife 
values  of  these  lands.   In  fact,  some  of  these  parcels  have  sigaificant 
wildlife  values,  as  well  as  recreational  values,  and  represent  substantial 
investments  into  the  economy  from  sportsmen.   It  is  recommended  that  the 
parcels  be  reevaluated  or  the  above  statement  be  deleted  from  this  EIS.   It 
is  also,  recommended  that  the  BLM  and  this  Department  work  cooperatively  to 
identify  and  preserve  these  crucial  areas. 


Table  4.  '  Township  and  range  of  parcels  containing 
and  recommended  for  disposal  by  the  preferred  alter 


cial  wildlife  habit 
ive  are  aa  follows: 


T  33  N,  B  108  w 

T  31  N,  R  111  u 

T  30  N.  R  111  W 

T  29  N,  R  112  W 

T  29  N,  R  111  W 

T  26  N,  R  112  W 

r  33  N,  R  108  U 

T  33  N,  R  110  H 

T  32  N,  R  110  W 

T  32  N,  R  108  W 

T  32  N.  R  106  W 

T  31  N,  R  109  W 


R  108  W 

R  113  U 

R  112  U 

T  29  H,  R  112  W 

T  29  N,  R  111  W 


T  31  N, 
I  30  N, 
T  30  N, 


T  26  N, 
T  26  N, 


R  113  W 
R  112  U 


T  36  N,  R  112  W 
T  36  N,  R  no  W 
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MINEBALS,  OIL,  AHD  GAS 

Oil  aod  Gas  developneoC  under  Che  preferred  alternative 
approximately  7,500  acres  of  wildlife  habitat  froo  productic 
baeis,  impacting  all  wildlife  species  associated  vitb  the  disturbed  sites" 
(page  192).   Again,  the  long-tero  economic  importance  of  wildlife  and 
wildlife  habitat,  as  pointed  out  by  this  EIS,  is  stressed.   The  uncon- 
ditional stand  relative  the  no  oil  and  gas  leasing  alternative  being  "not 
reasonable"  (page  AS)  is  considered  inappropriate  by  this  Departoent.   We 
recommend  oil  and  gas  leasing  be  considered  on  a  case-by-case  basis  the  aame 
as  grazing  allotments  and  timber  sales.   In  some  crucial  wildlife  areas  the 
long-term  impact  of  no  oil  and  gas  leasing  could  easily  favor  the  wildlife 
resource.   At  the  very  least,  provisions  for  the  cumulative  effects  of  addi- 
tional leasing  should  be  analyzed  for  each  case,  starting  with  the  Forest 
Service's  Elk  Habitat  Effectiveness  Model.   The  serious  problems  with 
decreasing  habitat  quantity  and  quality,  as  identified  in  this  EIS,  indica- 
tes the  need  for  the  added  cumulative  effects  analysis. 

ACEC  HANAGEMENT  -  ROCK  CREEK  ACEC 
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Ic  is  recommended  that  the  last  preferred  alternative  on  page  23  be 
replaced  with  alternative  C  in  order  to  further  protect  wintering  elk  habi- 
tat.  The  first  preferred  alternative  on  page  25  should  be  replaced  with 
alternative  C  to  further  expand  key  habitats. 

GEHERAL  FISHERIES 

We  are  very  concerned  about  disposal  of  lands  that  contain  fisheries 
values.   Several  parcels  identified  on  Hay  11  have  significant  fisheries 
values.   Lands  indicated  as  available  for  exchange  that  are  located  in  T31N, 
R114W,  T31N,  RllOW  and  T36N,  R113W  have  high  fisheries  values  and  should  not 
be  disposed  of  or  exchanged.   Parcels  located  in  T30N,  R109W  and  T34N,  R113W 
should  only  be  exchanged  for  parcels  that  have  in-kind  fisheries  values.   A 
parcel  located  in  T30N,  B112W  contains  '67'  Reservoir,  which  also  has  very 
high  fisheries  values.   Although  repeated  efforts  to  gain  public  access 

public  ownership  and  efforts  to  acquire  public  access  be  made.   Fisheries 
values  of  any  parcel  of  land  identified  for  disposal ,  exchange  and /or 
acquisition  can  be  obtained  from  Fisheries  Biologists  in  the  Pinedale  Area 
office  at  the  Game  and  Fish  Department. 
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land  entries  were  discontinued  in  this  region  15  or  more  years 
e  of  the  potential  for  degrading  water  quality ,  general  negativi 
wildlife  and  other  public  values  if  the  land  was  developed  for 


The  Miller  Mountain  area  will  be  included  in 
the  RMP  timber  base.  A  timber-  sale  plan  is 
currently  being  proposed  for  this  area,  to  be 
harvested  prior  to  HMP  development.  An 
HMP  is  planned  for  preparation  in  the  future 
and  a  timber  harvest  activity  plan  will  be  pre- 
pared for  the  entire  resource  area.  The 
timber/elk  conflict  will  be  addressed  in  the 
environmental  assessment  associated  with 
the  timber-sale  plan  for  Miller  Mountain  that 
is  currently  in  preparation. 

37-23  Aspen  stands  that  would  benefit  from 
conifer  removal  would  be  identified  during 
activity  planning,  and  projects  for  treatment 
of  these  areas  would  include  incorporation 
into  planned  timber  sales.  Coordination  with 
WGFD  will  involve  prescriptions  to  maintain 
aspen  stands  for  wildlife. 

37-24  These  areas  are  closed  to  unauthorized 
personnel.  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Depart- 
ment personnel  are  authorized  according  to 
a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  between 
the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department 
and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

37-25  Refer  to  Access  Management  on  page  60 
of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  This  management 
objective  is  designed  to  manage  the  situa- 
tion you  mention  and  BLM  will  cooperate 
with  WGFD  in  developing  and  carrying  out 
the  objective. 

37-26  Please  refer  to  Response  37-9. 

Land  disposals  may  result  in  a  small  net 
reduction  of  public  land  in  the  resource  area. 
Many  of  the  lands  that  would  be  sold  are 
small,  isolated  parcels  that  are  not  receiving 
any  management  attention  and  have  no  pub- 
lic or  government  access.  All  land  disposals 
will  involve  coordination  with  WGFD  to  en- 
sure that  wildlife  values  are  considered  prior 
to  a  decision  to  sell  or  retain  the  identified 
lands.  These  lands  are  identified  as  poten- 
tially suitable  fordisposal,  but  field  examina- 
tions and  final  determinations  will  be  accom- 
plished during  the  land  report  and 
environmental  analysis. 

37-27  BLM  is  committed  to  managing  wetlands 
as  directed  by  Executive  Orders  11988, 
Floodplain  Management;  and  E.O.  11990, 
Protection  of  Wetlands.  In  addition,  the  Pine- 
dale  Resource  Area  has  committed  to  man- 
agement of  riparian  areas  and  wetlands  as 
described  in  Response  37-14.  Wetland  im- 
provement opportunities  will  continue  to  be 
identified  through  field  coordination  with 
WGFD.  The  New  Fork  Potholes  and  upper 
Green  River  are  recognized  in  the  Manage- 
ment Situation  Analysis  and  on  page  156  of 
the  draft  RMP/EIS  as  extremely  important  to 
wildlife.  A  standing  water  inventory  has  been 
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The  plan  ia  aiaple  and  easily  read.   lo  aoae  caaea,  wc  feel  •dditional 
technical  information  ia  needed,  along  with  aore  detail,  to  Isprovc  the 
overall  final  plan.   Ue  agree  with  the  preferred  altcrnacive  provided  our 
recommendations  are  inc luded  or  conaidered. 

Please  forward  these  coaents  to  the  appropriate  Federal  agCDciea  and 
contact  us  if  we  nay  be  of  further  help. 
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completed  for  the  resource  area  and  will  pro- 
vide the  basis  for  management  prescriptions 
for  wetland  conservation  and  improvement. 

37-28  The  text  has  been  modified  to  substitute 
"planning  objectives"  for  "strategic  plan 
objectives."  Refer  to  Response  17-1  for  an 
explanation  of  the  WGFD  method  of  estab- 
lishing herd  unit  objectives. 

37-29  Table  28  has  been  changed  to  reflect  the 
updated  population  objectives.  Refer  to 
Responses  37-6  and  37-1 2  for  further  discus- 
sion on  WGFD  population  objectives. 

37-30  The  updated  information  for  big  game  cru- 
cial ranges  has  been  incorporated  into  the 
maps  and  overlays  for  the  RMP.  Further 
changes  may  be  made  to  achieve  RMP  objec- 
tives including  habitat  management  to  sup- 
port WGFD  population  objectives  (Table  28). 
Substantial  changes  in  wildlife  crucial  range 
areas  which  would  affect  other  RMP 
resource  allocations  and  objectives  could 
require  RMP  amendments  or  revision. 
Changing  a  map  or  area  from  noncrucial  to 
crucial  does  not  automatically  change  land 
use  allocations  or  result  in  automatic  appli- 
cation of  new  restrictions  for  an  area. 

37-31  Paragraph  1  —  The  data  used  on  page 
158,  paragraph  1  (of  the  draft  RMP/EIS)  was 
extrapolated  from  economic  data  discussed 
on  page  185  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  U.S. 
Forest  Service  figures  were  not  solely  uti- 
lized. A  regional  input/output  model  was  spe- 
cifically developed  for  BLM.  The  USPS  data 
that  was  utilized  provided  the  best  data  avail- 
able. We  do  not  feel  the  data  are  biased  and 
that  the  projected  values  are  applicable. 

Paragraph  2  —  The  Estimated  Retail  Selling 
Value  column  in  Table  3  on  page  159  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS  was  derived  from  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service  Appraisal  Handbook.  This  is 
also  the  standard  appraisal  handbook 
adopted  by  BLM-Wyoming.  The  Rock 
Springs  District  (BLM),  which  includes  the 
Pinedale  Resource  Area,  is  within  Region  4 
(USPS).  Therefore,  we  utilize  the  Region  4 
handbook.  Other  BLM  districts  in  Wyoming 
are  in  Region  2  and  subsequently  use  the 
Region  2  handbook.  The  retail  lumberselling 
value  in  the  USPS  appraisal  handbooks  are 
ultimately  supplied  to  the  Forest  Service  by 
the  Western  Wood  Products  Association  and 
are  based  on  lumber  sales  from  retail  outlets 
and  are  not  based  on  individual  timber  sales. 

A  below-cost  evaluation  of  the  BLM  timber 
sale  program  in  Wyoming  was  considered  by 
Gary  Ryan  and  Don  Waite  of  the  BLM  Wash- 
ington Office  forestry  staff.  The  evaluation 
was  inclusive  of  fiscal  years  1983  through 
1986  and  shows  that  the  Rock  Springs  Dis- 
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trict,  which  includes  the  Pinedale  Resource 
Area,  had  a  net  positive  economic  return  for 
the  period. 

37-32  The  mortality  figures  shown  on  page  160 
were  intended  to  portray  the  timber  losses 
that  are  occurring  throughout  the  entire 
forest  land  acreage  in  the  resource  area.  The 
figures  show  that  whether  a  given  acre  is 
available  for  harvesting  or  not,  insect  and  dis- 
ease activity  continues  and  that  a  net  impact 
to  the  forest  resource  occurs.  It  was  also  car- 
ried into  the  Environmental  Consequences 
section  to  show  the  relative  mortality  impact 
that  would  occur  under  each  alternative.  In- 
clusion of  Categories  3  and  4  in  the  mortality 
figures  reflects  the  relative  impact  that  this 
management  designation  has  on  the  forest 
resource. 

37-33  Please  refer  to  page  165  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS.  BLM  policy  states  that  collection  of  big 
game  kills  is  a  necessary  task  and  is  allowed 
in  limited  access  areas,  providing  such  travel 
does  not  result  in  resource  damage.  Re- 
source damage  is  defined  as  leaving  long- 
term  signs  of  vehicle  use  (ruts)  or  causing 
erosion  orwater  pollution,  or  creating  undue 
degradation  of  vegetation  resources. 

37-34  U.S.  Forest  Service  figures  were  not 
solely  utilized.  A  regional  input/output 
model  was  specifically  developed  for  BLM. 
The  USPS  data  that  was  utilized  provided  the 
best  data  available.  We  feel  the  data  is  accu- 
rate. 

37-35  Please  refer  to  Response  37-11. 

37-36  Map  12  on  page  85  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
shows  the  withdrawal  areas.  As  stated  on 
page  69  under  "Other  Minerals,"  the  with- 
drawals are  no  longer  necessary  because 
these  minerals  are  now  available  under  min- 
eral leasing  regulations.  Mineral  leasing  is  a 
discretionary  action  and  would  be  subject  to 
the  same  resource  constraints  as  estab- 
lished for  other  surface-disturbing  activities. 
Wildlife  habitat  impacts  from  leasing  and  sub- 
sequent development  of  these  minerals 
would  be  analyzed  and/or  mitigated  just  as 
they  are  under  oil  and  gas  leasing. 

Also  noted  is  the  small  amount  of  proven 
reserves  and/or  poor  quality  of  reserves  of 
these  particular  minerals.  Because  of  these 
factors,  the  potential  for  development  was 
determined  to  be  very  low.  As  a  result,  the 
associated  impacts  would  be  minimal. 

37-37  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Such  infor- 
mation has  not  been  consolidated,  however, 
it  is  available  through  review  of  individual 
case  files  and  staff  observation.  Any  ques- 
tions concerning  further  information  should 
be  directed  to  our  Pinedale  Resource  Area 
office. 
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37-38  The  text  is  being  changed  to  clarify  our 
approach  to  the  allocation  of  additional  for- 
age which  should  be  based,  as  you  suggest, 
on  a  final  specific  evaluation. 

Please  refer  to  Response  11-5  and  changes 
in  the  text. 

37-39  Please  refer  to  Responses  37-5,  37-17, 
and  37-18. 

37-40  Please  refer  to  Response  37-4  for  discus- 
sion of  NSO  limitations.  Consultation  with 
WGFD,  concerning  wildlife  innpacts,  is  stan- 
dard practice. 

37-41  Thank  you  for  the  information  on  bald 
eagles,  whooping  cranes,  and  peregrine  fal- 
cons. A  biological  assessment  was  prepared 
and  forwarded  to  the  USFWS  (refer  to  com- 
ment letter  6).  Threatened  and  endangered 
species  habitats  will  be  managed  as  stated 
in  the  biological  assessment.  Habitat  for 
other  species  mentioned  in  this  comment 
(trumpeter  swan,  merlin,  great  blue  heron, 
long-billed  curlews)  will  be  managed  in  coop- 
eration with  the  WGFD  Non-game  Section. 

37-42  Several  wildlife  habitat  improvement 
plans  are  mentioned  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 
Please  refer  to  page  70  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

37-43  The  East  Front  Aquatic  Habitat  Manage- 
ment Plan  would  be  updated  to  include 
wetland  enhancement  and  development 
(refer  to  pages  53-54  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS). 
The  Rock  Springs  District  is  active  in  the 
Wyoming  Wetland  Avifauna  Team.  The 
resource  area  will  become  more  actively 
involved  as  opportuniiies  for  wetland 
improvements  are  identified  through  cooper- 
ation with  WGFD. 

37-44  Data  and  information  on  Canada  geese, 
ducks,  sandhill  and  whooping  cranes,  and 
trumpeter  swans  are  integrated  into  the  plan- 
ning system  at  the  management  situation 
analysis  level  (Figure  1,  page  2  of  the  draft 
EMP/EIS).  Factors  considered  for  whooping 
crane  protection  on  BLM-administered 
lands  were  addressed  in  the  biological 
assessment  coordinated  with  the  USFWS. 
Protection  for  whoopers  is  coordinated  with 
the  WGFD  as  detailed  in  the  Whooping 
Crane  Cooperative  Agreement  between 
Rock  Springs  District  BLM  and  WGFD. 

37-45  We  do  not  anticipate  any  major  changes 
in  hunter  days  through  habitat  management. 
Since  hunter  days  and  expenditures  for 
food,  lodging,  hunting-related  equipment, 
etc.,  are  the  primary  factors  used  to  deter- 
mine economic  return  to  the  state's  econ- 
omy, no  significant  impact  to  the  state's 
economy  is  anticipated. 
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37-46  Please  refer  to  Response  37-6. 

37-47  Cooperation  with  WGFD  will  continue  for 
evaluating  and  ranking  priority  areas  for  hab- 
itat improvements.  A  committee  including 
members  of  WGFD,  USPS,  and  BLM  has 
been  formed  and  is  proceeding  toward 
approval  of  a  Memorandum  of  Understand- 
ing for  this  purpose. 

37-48  Thank  you  forthis  information.  Consider- 
ation for  these  habitat  parcels  will  continue 
under  the  guidelines  prescribed  in  the  RMP. 

37-49  An  environmental  analysis  will  be  pre- 
pared prior  to  all  vegetation  manipulation 
projects  in  which  the  requirements  for  wild- 
life will  be  identified.  The  consultation  pro- 
cess will  be  of  utmost  importance  during  the 
project  development. 

Table  9  (page  71  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS)  con- 
tains habitat  guidelines  applied  to  vegetation 
manipulation  opportunities  identified  on 
page  10  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  Further  plan- 
ning to  include  wildlife  considerations  will 
occur  during  site  specific  analysis  of  vegeta- 
tion manipulations  prior  to  initiation  of  these 
actions.  Allotments  containing  crucial  big 
game  habitat  and  T&E  species  will  be  man- 
aged according  to  criteria  developed  during 
activity  planning. 

37-50  Please  refer  to  Responses  11-5  and  37-38 
and  changes  in  the  text. 

37-51  Coordination  with  the  Wyoming  Game 
and  Fish  Department,  as  well  as  other 
affected  parties,  is  standard  operating  proce- 
dure in  the  development  of  range  improve- 
ment projects. 

37-52  A  site  specific  analysis  will  be  conducted 
to  determine  the  best  direction  for  forage 
allocations  on  unallotted  lands. 

37-53  Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  our  grazing 
management  systems.  We  will  certainly 
request  your  comments/assistance  in  the 
development  of  these  programs. 

37-54  The  objective  to  maintain  1 985  cover  level 
is  based  on  an  assumption  that  elk  levels 
have  generally  increased,  as  evidenced  by 
the  change  in  strategic  plan  numbers  from 
1980  to  1985,  with  the  level  of  activity  that 
occurred  through  the  same  period,  and  the 
level  of  cover  that  existed.  Therefore,  herd 
levels  could  be  maintained  by  emulating 
existing  cover  levels  through  the  RMP  plan- 
ning period. 

Forage/cover  ratios  are  generally  used  as 
management  guidelines.  For  it  to  be 
employed  as  an  effective  and  realistic  man- 
agement objective,  the  forage/cover  objec- 
tive should  be  based  on  the  characteristics 
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of  the  area  affected.  To  apply  a  unilateral 
60/40  level  to  an  area  that  has  never  and  v\/ill 
never  reach  such  a  level  would  not  be  a  rea- 
sonable or  judicious  application. 

A  forage/cover  objective  v^/ould  be  more  real- 
istic if  applied  to  an  entire  herd  management 
unit  rather  than  lands  under  a  single  admin- 
istrative jurisdiction  such  as  BLM-admin- 
istered  lands.  RefertoResponse37-22forad- 
ditional  forage/cover  discussion. 

Simultaneous  and(or)  adjacent  timber  sales 
with  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  would  only  be 
initiated  after  a  site-specific  analysis  was 
completed  to  assess  the  full  cumulative 
impacts. 

37-55  The  miles  of  new  roads,  as  well  as  the 
number  of  timbersale  roads,  to  beclosed  will 
be  addressed  in  individual  timber  sale  plan/ 
environmental  assessments.  Please  note  the 
changes  to  the  Proposed  Plan.  Generally,  all 
newtimbersale  roads  will  beclosed  once  har- 
vesting and  slash  disposal  operations  are 
complete.  Existing  roads  will  also  be  evalu- 
ated and  those  not  necessary  for  manage- 
ment purposes  will  be  closed. 

Specific  road  closures  will  be  identified  and 
addressed  in  an  "Access"  activity  plan  which 
will  be  subsequent  to  completion  of  the  final 
RMP.  The  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Depart- 
ment, as  well  as  the  public-at-large,  will  be 
notified  of  all  proposed  road  closures. 

37-56  Please  refer  to  Response  37-19. 

37-57  Please  refer  to  Response  37-17. 

37-58  Yourcommentwillbeconsidered  in  deter- 
mination of  the  final  RMP  recommendations. 

37-59  Timber  harvesting  would  not  have  any 
affect  on  crucial  deerorcrucial  antelope  win- 
ter range  and  would  not  impact  90  percent 
of  the  crucial  elk  winter  range.  The  statement 
on  page  76  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  directs  that 
"a  minimum  of  90  percent  of  the  conifer  acre- 
age in  the  Graphite  and  Riley  Ridge  crucial 
winter  ranges  would  be  maintained,"  also 
that  "all  forest  management  activities  would 
be  excluded  from  the  Rock  Creek  drainage" 
and  full  protection  would  be  given  to  the  Fort 
Hill  winter  range.  Further,  the  crucial  winter 
ranges  around  the  feedgrounds  have  been 
protected  by  inclusion  in  Category  3,  which 
precludes  forest  management  unless  such 
activities  would  directly  benefit  wildlife.  With 
the  protection  afforded  the  crucial  elk  winter 
ranges,  less  than  10  percent  would  be 
impacted  rather  than  the  90  percent  figure 
quoted. 
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Priorto  activities  being  allowed  in  crucial  big 
game  habitat,  a  site-specific  analysis  will  be 
prepared  to  analyze  anticipated  impacts  and 
to  formulate  mitigation  measures. 

37-60  Please  refer  to  Responses  37-9  and  37-26. 
Thecrucial  habitat  areas  defined  bythe  Wyo- 
ming Game  and  Fish  Department  will  be 
retained  in  this  office  and  referenced  in  an 
environmental  analysis  should  any  of  the 
areas  be  proposed  for  sale  or  exchange. 

37-61  Oil  and  gas  lease  proposals  are  reviewed 
on  a  case-by-case  basis  and  appropriate  mit- 
igation measures  are  applied  prior  to  lease 
issuance.  Data,  including  maps  indicating 
required  mitigation  in  each  area,  are  contin- 
ually updated  and  each  proposed  lease  par- 
cel is  compared  to  the  map  and  other  data. 
Appropriate  stipulations  are  placed  on  indi- 
vidual leases.  In  your  comments  concerning 
NSO  and  no  leasing,  it  appears  that  you  are 
equating  leasing  with  surface  disturbance 
regardless  of  an  included  NSO  restriction. 
That  is  not  the  case.  The  NSO  is  in  effect 
unless  it  is  made  clear  that  we  would  con- 
sider occupancy  within  an  NSO  area,  if  cer- 
tain criteria  are  met  (based  on  a  site-specific 
analysis).  In  terms  of  the  protection  of  sur- 
face values,  our  use  of  NSO  in  this  planning 
effort  is  effectively  equal  to  no  leasing  and 
it  is  long  term,  not  seasonal.  The  "unreason- 
able" alternative  of  no  leasing  was,  no  leas- 
ing in  the  entire  planning  area. 

37-62  We  considered  this  and  opted  to  manage 
the  Rock  Creek  ACEC  as  described  in  the 
Proposed  Plan. 

37-63  Please  refer  to  Responses  37-9  and  37-26. 

37-64  Desert  land  entries  have  not  been  discon- 
tinued in  this  region.  Congress  specifically 
left  the  Desert  Land  Act  in  the  federal  stat- 
utes. Impacts  adverse  to  specific  resource 
values  are  evaluated  by  the  BLM  on  a  case- 
by-case  basis.  A  determination  would  then 
be  made  to  allow  or  deny  a  DLE  petition  appli- 
cation. 
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STATE  OF  WYOMING 

^OFFICE  OF  THE  GOVEHNOH 

MtKE  SULLIVAN 

CHEYENNE  32002 

GOVEWNOB 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

Paul   Cleary 

FROM: 

Rod   Miller  Q-^ 

DATE: 

June    9,    1987 

SUBJECT:   Pinedale  RMP 

The  discussion  of  ranqeland  monitoring  on  page  54  under 
"Alternatives  -  Actions  Common"  appears  adequate  and  consistent 
with  BLM  monitoring  policy.  However,  the  work  load  involved  with 
monitoring  the  necessary  number  of  allotments  in  the  Pinedale  RA, 
as  well  as  statewide,  is  immense.  The  BLM  is  currently  working 
with  the  University  of  Wyoming  and  the  Wyoming  State  Grazing 
Board  to  develop  a  cooperative  monitoring  effort  to  facilitate 
this  work.  Perhaps  a  brief  description  of  the  opportunities 
afforded  by  such  a  collaborative  exercise  would  be  beneficial  in 
this  section. 

Under  the  "Preferred  Alternative  for  Livestock  Grazing 
Management"  on  page  72,  a  more  thorough  discussion  is  needed 
regarding  the  rationale  for  closing  all  semi-developed  recreation 
sites  to  to  livestock  grazing.  Specific  questions  that  should  be 
answered  include:  where  are  these  sites  located;  how  many  aum's 
are  involved;  how  does  livestock  grazing  affect  semi -developed 
Sites  and  how  does  this  action  help  meet  the  stated  objective  of 
I  this  section? 

In  this  same  general  heading,  under  "Nonallotted  Public 
Lands"  on  page  73,  I  have  the  concern  that  the  RMP's  treatment  of 
riparian  areas  is  not  consistent  with  the  BLM  Riparian  Area 
Management  Policy,  The  RMP  states  that  no  riparian  areas  on 
currently  unallotted  public  lands  would  be  allocated  to  livestock 
grazing.  The  BLM  riparian  policy  states,  however,  that  the 
Bureau  will:  "Prescribe  management  for  riparian  values  that  is 
based  upon  site-specific  ( emphasis  mine)  characteristics  and 
settings;  give  special  attention  to  monitoring  and  evaluating 
management  activities  in  riparian  areas  and  revise  management 
practices  where  site-specific  objectives  are  not  being  met." 


Response  to  Letter  38 

38-1  Such  cooperative  monitoring  efforts  would 
benefit  all  parties  involved  through  improved 
relations,  better  understanding  of  monitor- 
ing methods  and  results,  and  more  efficient 
expenditure  of  time  and  money. 

38-2  A  map  can  be  found  on  page  68  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  which  identifies  the  locations  of 
the  semideveloped  recreation  sites  (Map  8). 
Site  specific  analysis  would  be  conducted  to 
determine  the  extent  of  any  carrying  ca- 
pacity adjustments  due  to  livestock  grazing 
restrictions  on  these  sites.  Generally,  live- 
stock grazing  can  be  disruptive  and(or) 
destructive  in  recreation  areas.  The  restric- 
tions would  serve  to  meet  recreation  objec- 
tives. 

38-3  The  allocation  of  riparian  forage  on  unallot- 
ted public  lands  will  be  evaluated  on  a  case- 
by-case  basis.  The  text  has  been  changed  to 
clarify  this  issue. 
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Paul   Cleary 


In    light   of   the   BLM   Riparian   Management 
reparian   areas   in   unallotted  public  lands   in   the   RA 
undergo   a  site-specific  analysis  before  a  determination 
regarding  their  future  management. 

tm 


Policy, 

should 
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PETROLEUM  ASSOCIATION  OF  WYOMING 

a  aivision  ol  Rocky  Mountain  Oil  and  G^s  Association 

951  Werner  Court.  Suite  100  Pichard  T  Robitaiiie 

Casper.  Wyoming   8260t  Exicouve  Director 


Ms.  Renee  Dana 

Pinedale  Resource  Area 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  1869 

Rock  Springs.  Wyoming  82902-1869 


Dea 


Draft  Pinedale  Res 
Ms.  Dana: 


On  behalf  of  the  Petr 
Mountain  Oil  and  Gas 
the  oil  and  gas  explo 

following  . 


Management  Plan/Envir 


ciatlo 


,ental  Impact  St 


of  Wyoming,  a  division  of  the  Rocky 
tlon,  whose  members  account  for  more  than  90Z  o 
and  production  In  Wyoming,  please  accept  the 
aft  Pinedale  Resource  Area  Management 


Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

PAW  cannot  support  the  Preferred  Alternative  which  calls  for  an  excessive  use 
of  no  surface  occupancy  (NSO)  stipulations  throughout  the  Pinedale  Resource 
Area.   Of  primary  concern  is  the  recommendation  for  16.000  acres  of  land  In 
and  around  the  Rock  Creek  ACEC  to  be  leased  with  a  no  surface  occupancy 
stipulation,  p.  66.   The  recommended  management  action  would  essentially 
expand  the  boundaries  of  the  ACEC  from  5.26A  acres  to  16.000  acres.   Some  of 
the  acreage  recommended  for  NSO  under  this  alternative  Is  considered  to  be  of 
high  gas  potential  and  is  contiguous  with  existing  federal  oil  and  gas  units 
recently  formed  and  proven  productive.   It  is  not  appropriate  to  assume  this 
area  could  be  drilled  dlrectlonally .   We  believe  it  would  be  more  reasonable 
to  have  a  no  surface  disturbance  restriction  within  500  feet  of  surface  water 
or  riparian  areas.   This  would  protect  the  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout 
habitat,  yet  allow  reasonable  development  of  oil  and  gas  resources. 

In  addition,  we  object  to  the  application  of  NSO  on  the  11,000  acres  of 
surrounding  elk  winter  range  In  the  ACEC.   A  seasonal  stipulation  would 
adequately  protect  wintering  elk.   The  Plan  must  provide  justification  and 
documentation  that  a  NSO  stipulation  is  essential,  as  directed  by  the  Interior 
Board  of  Land  Appeals,  (76  IBLA  383).   We  firmly  believe  a  seasonal  constraint 
would  be  more  appropriate. 


We  do 


with 


ferred  Alternative  recommended  action  to  have  the 
open  for  mineral  exploration  and  development.   Ue  do 


Response  to  Letter  39 

39-1  Please  refer  to  changes  in  the  Proposed 
Plan  and  to  Response  25-4. 

39-2  The  purpose  of  designating  Beaver  Creek 
as  an  ACEC  is  to  give  emphasis  to  the  pro- 
tection of  the  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout 
and  the  elk  calving  habitat.  The  designation 
does  not  automatically  lead  to  more  restric- 
tive policies.  The  basic  prescriptions  that 
would  be  considered  in  the  ACEC  manage- 
ment plan  are  listed  on  page  86  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS.  These  prescriptions,  as  stated 
before,  are  not  automatic  and  would  involve 
negotiation  with  current  mineral  lease  hold- 
ers during  ACEC  plan  preparation. 
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believe,  however,  that  designation  of  the  area  as  an  ACEC  is  necessary. 
entire  Beaver  Creek  Area  is  leased  for  oil  and  gas,  Is  partially  devel- 
oped, and  has  a  high  potential  for  future  oil  and  gas  development.   ACEC 
ignatlon  may  lead  to  unnecessarily  restrictive  policies. 

The  discussion  on  p.  189  states,  "leasing  the  entire  Rock  Creek  ACEC  with  a  n 
rface  occupancy  provision  would  allow  the  development  of  an  estimated  1.25 
illion  cubic  feet  of  CO   and  methane,  depending  on  accessibility".   The 
proposed  plan  also  states  that  access  would  be  available  only  by  directional 
drilling  because  the  11,000  acres  surrounding  the  ACEC  would  also  be  leased 
NSO.   These  statements  are  ambiguous  and  confusing.   In  actuality,  the  re- 
strictions severely  limit  the  likelihood  of  any  production  from  this  area. 
Directional  drilling  is  not  always  a  viable  economic  or  geologic  alternative. 
The   plan  appears  to  give  the  Impression  that  there  Is  access  to  the  oil  and 
gas  resource  despite  the  NSO  restriction.   The  effects  of  management  decision 
should  be  stated  in  clear  and  concise  terms.   Again,  we  do  not  believe  a 
blanket  NSO  on  the  entire  area  is  necessary  or  justifiable. 

■FTble  3  outlines  restrictions  for  surface  disturbance  activities  In  crucial 
wildlife  habitats,  p.  47.   Most  of  these  seasonal  restrictions  have  been 
expanded  from  the  restrictions  approved  In  the  Riley  Ridge  Natural  Gas  Projec 
EIS  (January  198i)  which  applied  to  parts  of  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area.   We 
request  that  justification  be  provided  to  explain  the  need  to  lengthen  the 
time  frames.   Additionally,  the  big  game  crucial  winter  range  restriction  is 
two  weeks  longer  than  the  Wyoming  State  BLM  office  stipulation.   These  dis- 
crepancies should  be  addressed  and  where  the  plan  represents  a  change  documen 
tation  should  be  included. 


Table  7,  "Acres  not 
app. 


ailable  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  by  potential",  p.  69. 
urately  reflect  the  status  of  the  Scab  Creek  area.   This 
posed  wilderness  area  currently  inaccessible  for  leasing,  and  should 
identified  appropriately.   The  table  should  be  corrected. 


addition  to  the  informatio 
a  table  indicating  total  a 
sing,  open  to  leasing,  act 

face  disturbance  mitigatio 


cedu 


We 


a  clear  and  concise  i 
£ujdance  for  Fluid  Mine 


request  the  inclusion 
that  are  closed  to 
occupancy  stipulation, 
rictlons  and  standard 
quest  this  information  be  presented  by  alternatlvi 
r  as  required  by  the  BLM's  Supplemental  Planning 
with  an  accompanying  map. 


rovided  In  Table  7, 
s  in  the  resource  ar 
subject  to  no  surfac 
leasures.  seasonal  re 


The  Wyoming  BLM  Sta 
are  refei 
the  NSO  n 


rd  Mitigation  measures  for  Surface-Disturbing  Actlvitie 
7  and  are  Included  In  Appendix  C-1  .   The  guidance  for 
(p.  257)  states  that  no  exceptions  will  be  granted  without 
nt  of  Che  appropriate  land  use  plan  by  the  State  Director.   This 
on  is  much  more  restrictive  than  the  surface  disturbance  mitigation 
which  may  be  modified  by  the  Authorized  Officer.   Given  this  importan 
distinction,  we  urge  the  BLM  to  carefully  evaluate  the  use  of  NSO  in  the 

We  believe  in  most  situations  it  would  be  entirely  appropriate 


39-3  Please  refer  to  Response  25-4. 

39-4  The  time  frames  (with  the  exception  of  big 
game  winter  ranges)  are  the  current  Wyo- 
ming BLM  stipulation  standards.  The  big 
game  winterstipulation  has  been  changed  to 
read  November  15  through  April  30. 

39-5  The  Scab  Creek  WSA  is  addressed  in  the 
Scab  Creek  Instant  Study  Area  EIS.  Pages 
48,  55,  and  56  of  the  draft  Pinedale  RMP/EIS 
discuss  the  Scab  Creek  area  (in  the  event 
Congress  does  not  designate  the  area  wilder- 
ness). 

39-6  Please  refer  to  text  for  additional  maps  and 
tables. 

39-7  Please  refer  to  Responses  20-1,  25-2,  and 
Appendix  C-1  in  this  document.  Changing 
an  NSO  through  a  plan  amendment  is  con- 
sidered to  be  within  policy. 
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11 


and  1 


the 


Judiciously  utilize  the  surface  disturbance  mltlgatlo 
erly  restrictive  NSO  stipulation. 


We  question  the  difference  between  the  wording  of  the  NSO  stipulation  In  the 
Appendix,  p.  257,  and  the  Wyoming  State  BLM  Office  NSO  stipulation  policy.   To 
knowledge  the  state  office  version  allows  that  a  NSO  waiver  may  be  granted 
by  the  State  Director  or  by  a  land  use  plan  amendment.   The  Plnedale  RMP 
specifies  that  a  waiver  may  only  be  granted  by  the  State  Director  through  a 
land  use  plan  amendment.   If  a  change  has  been  made  In  the  State  BLM  policy, 
this  should  be  made  clear.   If  not,  the  state  version  should  be  incorporated 
where  applicable  In  Appendix  C-1 .   The  requirement  of  a  plan  amendment  would 
only  serve  to  delay  and  unnecessarily  constrain  the  decision-making  process. 

Und(>r  actions  common  to  all  alternatives,  air  quality  management,  there  Is  a 
broad  mandate  for  the  BLM  to  "...strive  to  minimize,  within  the  scope  of  Its 
uthorlty,  any  emissions  which  may  add  to  acid  rain,  cause  violations  of  air 
uallty  standards,  or  degrade  visibility",  p.  48.   We  are  concerned  over 
what  type  of  measures  BLM  may  attempt  to  Impose  In  regard  to  this  mandate. 
Acid  rain,  Its  causes  and  effects,  is  an  issue  subject  to  Intense  and  varied 
search  and  opinions.   We  suggest  extreme  caution  before  Imposition  of 
estlonably  beneficial  emission  restrictions.   While  there  is  reference  to 
ope  of  authority.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  Wyoming  Department  of 
Environmental  Quality  administers  the  air  quality  program  for  the  state.   The 
Wyoming  Oil  and  Gas  Commission  also  has  responsibility  for  placing  re- 
trlctlons  on  flaring  of  natural  gas  and  should  be  Included  In  the  discussions 
n  p.  48. 

The  plan  proposes  to  continue  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  studies  of  big  game 
ponse  to  oil  and  gas  development  in  the  Riley  Ridge  natural  gas  project 
a.  p.  S4.   Recommendations  from  this  study  will  be  considered  in  future 
development  of  minerals  on  big  game  ranges.   Does  this  mean  that  lease  re- 
ictlons  may  be  modified  after  the  plan  is  final  without  a  plan  amendment 
ed  on  the  conclusions  of  the  study?   Would  these  new  stipulations,  acreage 
figures,  etc.,  apply  to  new  leases  or  existing  leases  as  well?   Are  these 
tudles  funded  by  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish,  do  they  have  a  specific  focus  or 
imeframe  for  completion?   Are  the  studies  subject  to  public  review  and 


efe 


Hollo 


ed  Alternative  objectives  for  elk  winter  habitat  in  the  Graphite 

call  for  mineral  leases  to  be  offered  with  a  NSO  requirement, 
ure  study,  p.  70.   Is  this  a  seasonal  restriction?   Can  a  waiver  be 
obtained  or  must  the  plan  be  amended  if  the  study  determines  compatibility 
1th  development?   We  urge  flexibility  and  request  that  the  mineral  potential 
f  the  area,  as  with^all  acreage,  be  considered  in  the  application  of  lease 


re  is  a  reference  to  the  Initiation  of  a  program  to  improve  the  visual 
quality  of  the  oil  field  areas,  p.  197,  under  environmental  consequences  of 

Preferred  Alternative.   What  specific  area  is  this  in  regard  to?   Is  ther. 
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11 

a  program  proposed?   What  kind  of  Improvements  are  envisioned?   This  vague 

statement  should  be  clarified  or  removed. 

'^ — 

The  prospective  oil  and  gas  area  which  lies  mainly  in  the  northern  part  of  the 

Green  River  Basin  is  one  of  the  largest  In  the  Rocky  Mountain  region  and  may 

rank  first  in  ultimate  gas  producing  potential.   A  large  share  of  the  gas 

production  occurs  in  the  Big  Plney-LaBarge  area  on  the  Moxa  Arch.   In  an  area 

of  such  high  oil  and  gas  potential  we  find  It  untenable  that  the  BLM  is 

proposing  to  unnecessarily  elevate  wildlife  and  habitat  concerns  in  the  plan 

and  impose  severe  restrictions  which  may  Impede  or  prohibit  development  of  the 

mineral  resources. 

We  understand  that  the  resource  area  may  contain  many  sensitive  environmental 

features  and  wildlife  populations  which  may  require  special  consideration  and 

12 

protection.   We  believe,  however,  the  plan  utilizes  the  NSO  stipulation 

arbitrarily  and  excessively.   The  IBLA  has  directed  the  BLM  to  consider 

whether  less  restrictive  measures  would  be  sufficient  to  protect  the  public 

interest,  to  use  the  NSO  as  a  last  resort  and  that  the  necessity  of  such  a 

restriction  be  documented.   Except  for  some  vague  statements  and  contentions 

and  some  wildlife  population  objectives,  the  plan  does  not  provide  adequate 

justification  for  the  use  of  NSO. 

PAW  cannot  and  will  not  support  the  adoption  of  the  Preferred  Alternative 

until  the  BLM  produces  sufficient  documentation  for  the  severe  surface  occu- 

pancy restrictions.   The  BLM  must  re-evaluate  the  excessive  use  of  NSO  and 

consider  utilization  of  the  surface  disturbance  mitigation  measure,  or  less 

restrictive  polices,  where  appropriate. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

sine  Jr.  ly        /]                         f 

'^11 

JrT^W^ 

Wendy  H.  Bt 

p.  /  -f 

cc:   Doug  Dow 

Michael  D.  Castleberry 

Brad  Penn 

Alice  Benltez 

39-8  Authority  for  such  stipulations  do  exist 
through  the  leasing  process.  However,  such 
measures  are  usually  prescribed  by  the  Wyo- 
ming DEQ  which  provides  air  quality  guid- 
ance and  mitigation.  We  can  aid  in  the  loca- 
tion of  facilities  with  emissions,  which  could 
mitigate  potential  impacts. 

39-9  Lease  restrictions  may  be  modified  after 
the  plan  is  final,  as  new  data  becomes  avail- 
able, to  assist  in  achieving  RMP  objectives. 
A  plan  amendment  may  be  necessary 
depending  on  the  extent  of  resource  alloca- 
tions that  would  require  modification  (based 
on  the  studies).  Generally,  data  updates  and 
resultant  modifications  do  not  require  a  plan 
amendment,  if  they  are  consistent  with  RMP 
objectives.  Existing  leases  may  be  modified 
through  negotiations  with  lessees  and  res- 
trictions added  to  new  leases.  Mitigations 
may  also  be  applied  during  the  APD  process. 

The  studies  of  big  game  response  to  oil  and 
gas  development  in  the  Riley  Ridge  natural 
gas  project  area  are  funded  by  Exxon  and  the 
WGFD.Questionson  study  timeframes,  pub- 
lic reviewand  comment  procedures,  and  spe- 
cific focus  should  be  addressed  to  the 
WGFD.  Progress  reports  are  available  for 
your  review  from  this  office  or  the  WGFD. 

39-10  Please  refer  to  Appendix  C-1  in  this  doc- 
ument. The  NSO  stipulation  is  a  long  term, 
not  a  seasonal  restriction.  We  feel  that  we 
have  provided  for  flexibility  in  consideration 
of  lease  restrictions. 

39-1 1  See  page  77  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  Actions 
Under  Visual  Resource  Management.  This 
section  describes  the  suggested  methods  for 
improving  or  maintaining  visual  quality. 

39-12  Evaluation  of  resources  is  not  an  unnec- 
essary task.  Such  evaluations  lead  to  a  more 
accurate  application  of  management  direc- 
tion and  resource  allocation.  The  NSO  stip- 
ulation is  not  recommended  arbitrarily,  but 
only  after  analysis.  Please  refer  to  Response 
25-1. 
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^   NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  FEDERATION 

1412  Sixteenth  Street,  N  W,  Washington,  DC    2003&-2266     (202)  797-b80O 


June  18,  1987 


Team  Leader 

Pinedale  RMP 

Rock  Springs  District  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  1869 

Rock  Springs,  Wyoming  82902 


Re: COMMENTS  OF  THE  NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  FEDERATION  ON  THE  DRAFT 

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN/ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  FOR  THE 

PINEDALE  RESOURCE  AREA 


INTRODUCTION 

The  National  wildlife  Federation  is  the  nation's  largest 
not-for-profit  conservation  organization,  with  4.6  million 
members  and  supporters  in  51  states  and  territories,  including 
the  State  of  Wyoming.   The  Federation's  primary  concerns  with  the 
proposed  Pinedale  Resource  Management  Plan  relate  to  the  impacts 
of  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development  on  wildlife.   Therefore, 
this  set  of  comments  will  focus  on  the  failure  of  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (ELM)  to  address  these  impacts.   The  comments 
also  briefly  address  ELM ' s  improper  management  of  riparian  lands 
in  the  resource  area. 


Response  to  Letter  40 


40 


OIL  AND  GAS  LEASING  AND  DEVELOPHENT 

We  believe  that  the  draft  Pinedale  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental  Impact  statement  (RMP/EIS)  fails  to  provide  an 
adequate  framework  for  making  oil  and  gas  development 
recommendations.   The  DEIS  does  not  comply  with  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  in  its  analysis  of  oil  and  gas 
development  In  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area  (PRA) .   The  document 
fails  to  consider  a  reasonable  range  of  management  alternatives. 
In  addition,  the  DEIS  often  relies  on  incomplete  or  faulty  data, 
as  well  as  the  use  of  ineffective  seasonal  restrictions,  and 
possibly  unenforceable  and  easily  revocable  "no  surface  occupany" 
restrictions.   The  draft  also  fails  to  adequately  identify  the 
potential  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development  and  consider  these 
impacts  in  developing  a  true  multiple-use  plan. 


Due  to  its  critical  nature,  the  mineral  leasing  decision  has 
been  recognized  by  both  the  courts  and  federal  agencies  as  the 
point  at  which  an  EIS  must  be  prepared.   Lease  issuance 
Irretrievably  commits  the  government  to  future  oil  and  gas 
development  and  potentially  significant  environmental  hano  unless 
the  authority  to  prevent  all  surface  disturbing  activities  is 


40-1  We  completed  a  detailed  management  sit- 
uation analysis,  as  required  under  BLM  plan- 
ning regulations.  This  helped  the  interdisci- 
plinary team  identify  conflicts  that  needed  to 
be  resolved  and  resource  management  op- 
portunities. Earlier  in  the  planning  process, 
public  involvement  helped  identify  issues 
and  planning  criteria.  This  process  helped 
develop  a  range  of  reasonable  alternatives 
for  analysis  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  We  ana- 
lyzed impacts  to  all  resources,  including 
those  due  to  oil  and  gas  activities,  in  as  much 
detail  as  possible  in  this  tier  of  the  planning 
process.  As  with  oil  and  gas  activities,  we 
made  certain  assumptions  for  analysis  pur- 
poses, to  compare  alternatives. 

Seasonal  and  no  surface  occupancy  restric- 
tions are  intended  to  protect  surface 
resources.  Exceptions  are  intended  to  pro- 
vide management  flexibility  where  the  restric- 
tions may  not  be  needed  or  should  be  mod- 
ified to  protect  the  resource.  The  final 
RMP/EIS  has  been  modified  to  identify  those 
restrictions,  where  no  exceptions  would  be 
approved  without  further  public  review. 

40-2  While  a  lease  does  convey  the  right  to 
develop  the  oil  and  gas  resource,  it  does  not 
in  all  cases  commit  the  government  to  poten- 
tially significant  environmental  harm.  How- 
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clearly  reBerved  in  the  lease  agreement.   Slerya  Club  v. 
Peterson.  717  F.2d  1409,  1414  (D.C.  Clr.  1983).   The  Council  on 


Envlronaental  Quality  (CEQ)  NEPA  regulations  specifically  require 

an  EIS  to  be  prepared  at  the  "feasibility  analysis  (go/no  go) 

stage."   40  C.F.R.  1502. S(a).   The  Department  of  the  Interior 

went  so  far  as  to  add  an  explanation  when  it  adopted  the  CEQ 

regulations  as  the  Department's  guide  to  meeting  its  NEPA 

requirements  stating  explicitly  that: 

[t]he  feasibility  analysis  (go/no  go)  state,  at  which 
time  an  EIS  is  to  be  completed,  is  to  be  interpreted  as 
the  state  prior  to  the  first  point  of  major  commitment 
to  the  proposal.   For  example,  this  would  normally  be 
at... the  leasing  stage  for  mineral  resource  proposals. 

516  Dept.  Manual  4.3A,  45  Fed.  Rea.  27546. 

Yet  in  answer  to  specific  questions  submitted  by 

Representative  John  F.  Seiberling  regarding  In  how  many  instances 

the  Department  of  the  Interior  had  actually  prepared  an  EIS  on 

the  issuance  of  oil  and  gas  leases,  the  Department  replied  that 

"[gjenerally  the  only  EIS's  completed  for  oil  and  gas  leases  are 

those  completed  in  association  with  resource  management  plans 

(RMP's)."   BLM,  "Response  to  March  18,  1986,  Questions  from 

Representative  John  F.  Seiberling  Concerning  Onshore  Oil  and  Gas 

Leasing  Relating  to  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) 

Compliance."   According  to  BU!  only  25  RMPs  have  been  completed 

to  date,  covering  approximately  10,000,000  acres  of  public  land. 

Over  90,000,000  acres  of  public  land  are  currently  under  lease. 


40 


BL«,  Public  Land  Statistics.  1986,  pp.  54-59.   No  EIS's  regarding 
oil  and  gas  development  have  been  prepared  for  the  vast  majority 
of  these  lands. 

Moreover,  if  the  Pinedale  DEIS  is  an  example  of  the  kind  of 
environmental  analysis  provided  by  the  planning  process,  then  it 
too  is  woefully  inadequate. 

The  purpose  of  an  EIS  is  to  inform  both  the  decision-maker 
and  the  public  of  the  environmental  consequences  of  agency 
action.   Without  a  reasonably  detailed  analysis  of  such 
consequences,  the  pxiblic  and  the  decision-maker  are  denied 
information  as  to  the  full  ramifications  of  the  decision  and  to 
the  possible  benefits  of  choosing  an  alternative  course  of 
action. 

The  Pinedale  DEIS  is  completely  inadequate  in  its  review  of 
the  environmental  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development.   See 
discussion  infra.   If  these  deficiencies  are  not  remedied,  the 
final  EIS  simply  will  not  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  for  a  careful  and  deliberate 
decision-making  process  which  fully  examines  the  proposed  action 
and  all  reasoncible  alternatives.   See  State  of  California  v. 
Block.  690  F.  2d  753  (9th  Clr.  1982). 

Under  the  CEQ  regulations  implementing  NEPA,  federal 
agencies  must  "rigorously  explore  and  objectively  evaluate  all 
reasonable  alternatives,"  Including  both  reasonable  alternatives 


ever,  this  factor  does  not  mean  that  the  im- 
pacts of  potential  development  should  not 
be  analyzed  at  the  leasing  stage.  Oil  and  gas 
activities  can  be  compatible  with  other 
resource  uses  with  requirements  less  restric- 
tive than  a  prohibition  against  surface  dis- 
turbance. Exploring  these  less  restrictive 
requirements  to  enable  the  Pinedale 
Resource  Area  to  serve  the  public  need  in 
terms  of  all  resource  uses,  including  oil  and 
gas,  is  part  of  the  purpose  for  this  RMP/EIS. 
The  BLM  continues  to  retain  the  obligation 
to  regulate  the  rate  of  development  so  that 
development  can  be  accommodated  and  the 
needs  of  other  resources  can  be  met.  This 
may  result  in  the  imposition  of  restrictions 
on  the  rate  of  development  to  benefit  other 
resources. 

The  draft  RMP/EIS  analyzed  the  impacts  of 
oil  and  gas  development.  The  level  of  detail 
was  less  than  your  comments  suggest.  It  did 
not  appear  that  any  of  the  alternatives  would 
affect  the  overall  level  of  activity  in  the  re- 
source area.  However,  the  alternatives  would 
affect  the  impacts.  Therefore,  we  have  made 
certain  assumptions  relative  to  future  drilling 
activity  for  the  purposes  of  comparing 
impacts  under  the  alternatives.  We  felt  that 
analysis  in  any  greater  detail  than  is  present 
in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  would  be  speculative 
and  no  more  meaningful  to  the  decision- 
maker than  the  analysis  provided  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS. 
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not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  agency  and  a  "no  action" 
alternative.   40  CF.R.  1502.14.   The  analysis  of  the 
alternatives  "should  present  the  environmental  Impacts. .. in 
comparative  form,  thus  sharply  defining  the  issues  and  providing 
a  clear  basis  for  choice  among  options...."   Id. 

A  casual  review  of  the  Pinedale  DEIS  shows  that  these 
requirements  were  not  met.   There  is,  for  example,  no  "no 
leasing"  alternative.^  Nor  is  there  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives  given  the  fact  that  under  all  alternatives  over  99 
percent  of  the  resource  area  is  made  available  for  oil  and  gas 
development. 

Oil  and  gas  leasing  brings  with  it  a  multitude  of  impacts 
upon  the  resource  area,  from  road  building,  drilling,  increased 


We  note  that  a  no  leasing  alternative  was  considered  by  the 
BLM  and  rejected.   The  failure  to  provide  no  leasing  alternatives 
eliminates  the  contrast  necessary  to  assess  the  trade-offs  be- 
tween alternatives.   We  recognize  that  much  of  the  Riley  Ridge 
area  is  already  not  only  leased  but  developed.   However,  BLM  re- 
jected any  no  leasing  alternative  for  the  remainder  of  the 
resource  area.   Its  stated  reasons  for  this  decision  merely 
demonstrate  that  BLM  had  prejudged  the  issue  prior  to  preparation 
of  the  DEIS: 

Management  of  the  resource  area  should  attempt  to 
respond  to  the  need  for  oil  and  gas  resources. ...  In 
roost  cases,  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development 
could  take  place  in  a  manner  that  would  avoid  unaccep- 
table adverse  impacts  to  other  resources  in  the 
resource  area  (p.  45). 

BLM  had  already  answered  the  key  questions  that  this  EIS  ought  to 
raise  before  it  even  began  to  prepare  the  NEPA  document. 
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noise  and  dust  levels,  and  vegetation  disturbance  to  increased 

water  sedimentation,  more  human/animal  contact,  and  destruction 

of  critical  animal  habitat.   When  BLM  issues  an  oil  and  gas 

lease,  the  lessee  is  granted: 

the  exclusive  right  and  privilege  to  drill  for... remove 
and  dispose  of  all  the  oil  and  gas  deposits. .. in  the 
lands  and  maintain  thereupon  all  works, 
buildings, ...  roads, .. .or  other  structures  necessary  to 
the  full  enjoyment  thereof,  for  a  period  of  ten  years, 
and  so  long  thereafter  as  oil  and  gas  is  produced  in 
paying  quantities. 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  BLM  Lease  for  Oil  and  Gas,  Form 

3110-2.   "[0]nce  the  land  is  leased  the  [government]  no  longer 

has  the  authority  to  preclude  surface  disturbing  activities  even 

if  the  environmental  impact  of  such  activity  is  significant." 

Sierra  Club  v.  Peterson.  717  F.2d  1414.   Thus  mitigation  measures 


and  performance  of  site-specific  analyses  are  not  permissible 
substitutes  for  a  complete  evaluation  of  the  impacts  prior  to 
lease  issuance. ^   Id.  at  1414-15. 

Another  indication  of  the  inadequacy  of  the  DEIS  is  the 
failure  of  either  the  DEIS  or  the  draft  RMP  to  note  that  the 
lease  stipulations  used  to  protect  seasonally  critical  wildlife 
habitat  do  not  apply  once  development  occurs.   Appendix  C-1. 


^  The  recent  Tenth  Circuit  decision  In  Park  County  Resource 

Council  supports  the  absence  of  a  "pre-leasing"  EIS  only  where 
any  actual  oil  and  gas  development  of  the  area  to  be  leased  is 
too  speculative  to  predict  at  all.   This  surely  is  not  the  case 
in  the  PRA  which  is  already  under  extensive  development  in  many 
sections. 


40-3  Based  on  scoping,  of  the  level  of  develop- 
ment of  oil  and  gas  resources  in  the  Pinedale 
Resource  Area,  and  on  experience  with  the 
impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development,  a  No 
Lease  alternative  for  the  entire  resource  area 
was  considered  and  was  determined  to  be 
outside  of  the  range  of  reasonable  alterna- 
tives. Several  important  factors  were  consid- 
ered before  reaching  this  conclusion,  and 
are  described  on  page  45  of  the  draft  RMP/ 
EIS. 

Alternatives  of  not  leasing  portions  of  the 
resource  area  would  be  reasonable  only 
when  restrictions  and  mitigation  measures 
would  not  be  sufficient  to  meet  the  needs  of 
other  resources  and  resource  users.  If  stipu- 
lations on  leases  and  other  forms  of  mitiga- 
tion would  allow  coexistence  of  oil  and  gas 
development  and  other  resource  uses  in  an 
area,  the  conflict  between  uses  can  be  min- 
imized and  multiple  use  objectives  can  be 
met.  The  RMP/EIS  analyzed  reasonablealter- 
natives  which  would  accomplish  this  objec- 
tive. The  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development 
were  analyzed  based  on  the  assumption  of 
a  certain  level  of  restrictions  under  each  alter- 
native. The  restrictions  set  limits  on  the  activ- 
ities that  could  or  could  not  take  place  on  an 
oil  and  gas  lease. 

40-4  Your  comment  regarding  seasonal  lease 
stipulations  not  applying  once  development 
occurs  is  apparently  directed  at  the  state- 
ment, "This  limitation  does  not  apply  to 
extended  long-term  operation  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  project,"  which  appears  in 
Appendix  C-1  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  We  have 
changed  the  statement  in  Appendix  C-1  in 
this  document. 
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Thus  at  the  point  when  oil  and  gas  Impacts  are  most  severe,  the 
development  phase,  the  sole  wildlife  protection  measure  employed 
by  the  BLM  loses  Its  force  and  effect.   The  failure  of  the  DEIS 
to  note  this  critical  fact  and  to  discuss  its  implications  for 
maintenance  of  target  wildlife  populations  is  inexcusable. 

FEDERAL  lAND  POLICY  AHD  MANAGEMENT  ACT 

The  BXjM  has  also  ignored  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act's  requirement  for  multiple-use  land  management  by 
establishing  a  policy  that  all  lands  are  open  to  oil  and  gas 
leasing  unless  closed  by  an  act  of  Congress.   Under  this  policy 
virtually  all  lands  must  be  leased  upon  request.   Lease 
stipulations,  such  as  the  "no  surface  occupancy"  (NSO) 
stipulation,  are  used  to  replace  FLPMA's  prescriptions  for 
protection  of  other  resources.   Instead  of  managing  public  lands 
for  multiple-use  and  sustained  yield,  this  policy  places  oil  and 
gas  development  as  an  exclusive  priority.   This  priority  is  often 
pursued  at  the  expense  of  wildlife  and  other  resources  and 
results  in  development  taking  place  without  sound  land  management 
guidance. 

"Watersheds,"  "special  crucial  wildlife  habitat  areas," 
"unique  archaeological  and  historical  sites,"  "camping  and  picnic 
areas,"  "research  areas,"  and  "buffer  zones  along  wild  and  scenic 
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rivers"  are  all  among  the  significant  resource  values  found  on 
public  lands  which  BLM  has  opened  to  leasing. 

In  the  Riley  Ridge  field,  oil  and  gas  development  already  is 
having  significant  adverse  impacts  upon  wildlife  populations, 
including  critical  elk,  moose  and  deer  habitat.   Despite  the 
Increased  pressure  on  wildlife,  recent  timber  sales  have  been 
held  and  the  draft  RMP  proposes  new  sales  in  critical  habitat 
areas  within  the  well  field.   The  management  of  livestock  grazing 
is  unchanged.   No  adjustment  in  forage  allotments  between 
wildlife  and  livestock  has  been  made.   In  other  words,  wildlife 
are  facing  the  full  brunt  of  development  Impacts. 

THE  PIMEDALE  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 

According  to  the  RMP/DEIS,  the  preferred  alternative 
"emphasizes  neither  resource  utilization  nor  resource  protection" 
(p.  66).   Yet,  under  the  preferred  alternative,  ALL  lands  would 
be  open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing.   This  would  be  done  in  order  to 
".  .  .make  mineral  resources  available  for  orderly  and  efficient 
development  while  ensuring  compatibility  with  other  resource 
values.  .  ."  (p.  66).   Approximately  16,000  contiguous  acres, 
including  5,264  acres  in  the  Rock  Creek  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern,  would  be  offered  for  lease  with  a  no 


40-5  As  described  in  Response  40-1 ,  we  believe 
the  RMP/EIS  analyzes  alternatives  that  pro- 
vide for  multiple  use  of  the  resource  area  in 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of 
FLPMA.  While  almost  all  of  the  area  is  open 
to  oil  and  gas  development,  this  is  also  true 
of  wildlife  and  grazing.  Restrictions  on  var- 
ious activities  are  developed  to  achieve  mul- 
tiple use  objectives. 

40-6  There  have  been  no  recent  timber  sales  in 
the  Riley  Ridge  project  area.  Timber  was 
been  removed  to  facilitate  well  pads,  roads, 
and  pipelines  for  the  oil  and  gas  develop- 
ment. One  timber  sale  was  proposed  on 
Deadline  Ridge,  but  has  not  been  imple- 
mented due  to  a  protest.  Other  than  the  pro- 
tested sale,  no  specific  plans  exist  for  timber 
sales  in  the  Riley  Ridge  area.  Under  the  Pro- 
posed Plan  the  area  is  available  for  timber 
harvesting.  Future  timber  sales  will  be  pro- 
posed and  addressed  in  a  resource  area- 
wide,  forest  management  plan  that  will  be 
completed  after  the  RMP/EIS  is  finalized. 

The  North  LaBarge  Common  Allotment  and 
Upper  North  LaBarge  Individual  Allotment 
are  within  the  Riley  Ridge  field.  These  two 
allotments  have  been  designated  as  Improve 
(I)  category  allotmentsand  may  require  mod- 
ifications in  grazing  management  systems 
during  implementation  of  theRMP. The  wild- 
life needs  in  the  Riley  Ridge  area  will  be  con- 
sidered as  part  of  the  grazing  management 
evaluation  process.  The  impacts  to  wildlife 
are  also  considered  in  regulating  the  rate  of 
development  of  the  Riley  Ridge  field. 

40-7  The  fact  that  most  of  the  resource  area 
would  be  open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  under 
the  Preferred  Plan  does  not  give  oil  and  gas 
an  "exclusive  priority."  We  do  not  view  oil 
and  gas  development  and  wildlife  as  mutu- 
ally exclusive  resource  uses.  That  is  why  leas- 
ing would  include  the  related  wildlife  restric- 
tions and  conditions  identified.  The 
development  of  oil  and  gas  would  be  con- 
strained by  other  uses  of  the  resource  area. 
In  some  cases,  the  requirements  placed  on 
oil  and  gas  leases  and  development  would  be 
very  restrictive,  as  in  the  case  of  no  surface 
occupancy  restrictions.  Oil  and  gas  develop- 
ment was  assumed  to  be  consistent  among 
alternatives  because  it  was  felt  that  the  level 
of  development  was  more  dependent  on  eco- 
nomic conditions  than  on  any  other  factor. 
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surface  occupancy  requirement.'  Seasonal  restrictions  would  be 
applied  to  about  427,810  acres  ot   crucial  and  noncrucial  big  game 
winter  range  (p.  66) . 

Despite  BUf's  assertion  that  "not  leasing  portions  ot  the 
resource  area  in  response  to  other  Identified  resource  needs,  is 
addressed  as  a  part  of  the  alternatives  considered  in  detail"  (p. 
45) ,  the  effort  to  open  all  lands  in  the  PRA  to  oil  and  gas 
development  applies  equally  well  to  all  the  alternatives 
considered.   The  alternative  formulation  criteria  in  the  report 
also  state  that  "[a)t  least  one  alternative  should  provide  for 
^aylmmf  protection  af  tbs  natural  envirohMent  and  resource 
yaljies-  •  ."  (p.  251,  emphasis  added).   However,  even  under  the 
most  restrictive  alternative  (Alternative  A,  which  is  current 
management) ,  over  99%  of  the  resource  area  is  open  to  oil  and  gas 
leasing.   Under  Alternative  C,  the  so-called  "resource 
protection"  alternative,  over  99.5*  ot  the  area  is  open  to  oil 
and  gas  leasing  (Table  7,  p.  69).   in  fact,  BLM  admits  that 
"(t]he  total  acres  removed  from  wildlife  habitat  production  would 
remain  the  same  tor  all  alternatives"  (p.  194),  and  later, 
"(mjinerals  management  and  related  minerals  activities  in  the 


Under  current  management  prescriptions,  the  ACEC  is  closed 
to  oil  and  gas  development. 
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planning  area  are  assumed  consistent  through  all  of  the 
alternatives'*  (p.  201)  . 

The  virtually  exclusive  emphasis  of  the  draft  on  oil  and 
gas  development  conflicts  with  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act's  multiple-use  mandate.   Clearly  BLM's  announced 
intention  of  providing  for  all  lands  within  the  resource  area  to 
remain  available  Cor  oil  and  gas  development,  -while  affording 
non-commodity  resources  only  minimal  consideration,  is  contrary 
to  the  law's  intent.   We  propose  a  re-evaluation  of  the  balance 
between  oil  and  gas  development  and  non-commodity  management. 

When  BLM  attempts  to  identify  the  potential  impacts  of  oil 
and  gas  development,  there  is  a  tendency  to  rely  on  faulty, 
incomplete  or  questionable  data.   For  instance,  the  assumption  is 
made  that  " [s] tabilization  of  disturbed  sites  would  occur  within 
three  years  from  the  start  of  reclamation.   Vegetation  diversity 
and  cover  levels  would  take  up  to  20  years"  (p.  253).   There  is 
no  data  in  the  DEIS  to  support  these  claims.   In  light  of  the 
RMP/DEIS'  statement  that  "[l]imited  rainfall,  severe  winter 
conditions,  and  poor  soils  ma)ce  reclamation  difficult"  (p.  191), 
these  figures  seem  questionable. 


that  di 


addition,  the  assumptions  listed  in  Appendix  B  indicate 
disturbed  acreage  would  be  increased  by  a  factor  of  three 


40-8  Data  supporting  these  claims  is  available 
in  the  resource  area  office.  This  data  is  based 
on  experience  gained  from  study  of  develop- 
ment and  associated  reclamation  that 
occurs  on  a  continuing  basis  in  the  resource 
area. 

40-9  The  assumption  and  analysis  guidelines 
(page  253  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS)  used  the  fac- 
tor of  3  for  antelope  and  mule  deer,  and  5  for 
elk  to  assess  the  impacts  of  human  presence 
and  activity  on  winter  range  effectiveness  for 
these  species.  The  factor  of  2  referenced  on 
page  192  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  was  consid- 
ered to  be  too  conservative  for  use  in  the 
Pinedale  Area.  It  is,  however,  referenced  to 
demonstrate  literature  citing  that  more  hab- 
itat is  lost  through  behavioral  avoidance  than 
the  actual  acreage  disturbed. 
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for  antelope  and  mule  deer,  and  five  for  elk  (p.  253)  .  Yet,  in 
the  text,  a  multiplication  factor  of  only  two  is  referenced  and 
used  (p.  192} . 

Throughout  the  document,  BLM  bases  its  big  game  population 
objectives  on  the  Wyoming  Fish  and  Game  Department's  1985 
Strategic  Plan.   It  must  be  pointed  out  that  the  figures  in  this 
plan  are  subject  to  change,  and  it  is  very  likely  that  population 
objectives  for  1990-1994  will  be  higher.   In  fact,  the  current 
objectives  for  6  of  the  11  herd  units  are  greater  than  the 
numbers  listed  in  the  draft  RHP/EIS  (p.  144). 

As  for  protecting  the  wildlife  resources  of  the  area  from 
the  impacts  of  development,  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area  plan 
relies  on  ineffective,  easily  revocable  and  possibly 
unenforceable  mitigation  techniques. 

The  draft  RMP/EIS  relies  on  "no  surface  occupancy" 
stipulations  (NSO's)  to  protect  critical  resources  and  minimize 
environmental  disturbance.   This  reliance  on  NSO  stipulations  for 
the  small  amount  of  acreage  proposed  for  protection  (39,000  acres 
consisting  of  elk  feedgrounds,  significant  cultural  and 
recreational  sites,  and  the  area  in  and  around  the  Rock  Creek 
ACEC,  pp. 3-4)  does  not  fulfill  BLM's  obligation  under  FLPMA  and 
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the  Endangered  Species  Act  to  protect  wildlife  and  their 
habitats.   A  decision  to  terminate  such  stipulations  is 
discretionary  with  the  State  Director,  can  be  accomplished  easily 
as  a  result  of  pressure  from  the  petroleum  industry,  and  may 
occur  away  from  public  scrutiny  and  participation  in  such 
decisions. 

Moreover,  there  remain  questions  regarding  the 
enforceability  of  NSO  stipulations.   The  Acting  Regional 
Solicitor  for  the  Rocky  Mountain  Region  has  concluded  in  at  least 
one  instance,  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior  "cannot  use.  . 
. [a  no  surface  occupancy]  stipulation  as  an  Instrument  to  vitiate 
the  inviolable  right  to  drill  given  the  lessee  by  the  Mineral 
Leasing  Act.**  (Memorandum  from  the  U.S.  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Office  of  the  Solicitor,  Acting  Regional  Solicitor, 
Rocky  Mountain  Region,  to  John  Matis,  U.S.  Geological  Survey, 
October  10,  1980,  p.  25)   It  is  therefore  somewhat  disingenuous 
for  BLM  to  assert  that  critical  wildlife  habitats  or  other 
important  environmental  values  can  always  be  effectively 
protected  from  the  adverse  effects  of  oil  and  gas  development  via 
Ireliance  on  NSO  stipulations. 

The  reliance  on  NSO's  should  be  carefully  reconsidered  for 
another  reason:   if  such  areas  are  too  large  to  accomodate 


40-10  We  recognize  that  the  objective  numbers 
for  wildlife  may  change.  For  us  to  identify  a 
number  now  would  be  speculative.  The 
intent  is  for  BLM  management  of  the 
resource  area  to  meet  FLPMA  requirements 
for  consistency  with  state  and  local  plans.  If 
the  objective  numbers  change,  we  will  try  to 
accommodate  the  changes. 

40-11  The  mitigation  requirements  discussed 
are  legally  enforceable.  The  provision  for 
waiver  or  modification  would  only  be  used 
when  the  resources  to  be  protected  would 
not  unduly  be  affected.  For  example,  if  big 
game  are  not  using  or  have  moved  off  their 
winter  range,  a  modification  or  an  exception 
to  a  seasonal  wildlife  restriction  may  be 
approved.  Exceptions  or  modifications 
would  not  be  approved  without  analysis, 
which  may  include  public  comment.  The  Pro- 
posed Plan  identifies  the  restrictions  that 
would  not  be  waived  without  further  review. 

40-12  We  believe  our  use  of  the  NSO  restriction 
meets  our  obligation  under  FLPMA  and  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  particularly  in  the 
context  of  management  for  multiple  use,  sus- 
tained yield  and  environmental  integrity. 
Please  refer  to  Responses  20-1,  25-1,  25-2, 
37-4,  37-5,  37-11,  and  Appendix  C-1  in  this 
document.  Regarding  your  comment  on 
enforceability  of  NSO  stipulations,  the  case 
examples  you've  cited  generally  involve  sit- 
uations where  the  NSO  requirement  was  not 
included  in  the  lease  and  its  application  was 
attempted  at  the  APD  or  development  stage. 
A  basic  reason  for  the  degree  of  considera- 
tion we  have  given  to  NSO  and  no  leasing  in 
this  planning  effort  was  to  avoid  such  over- 
sight and  assure  enforceability  of  the  NSO 
requirement  through  appropriately  includ- 
ing it  on  leases  for  applicable  areas. 

40-13  Please  refer  to  the  Proposed  Plan  and  to 
Responses  25-4  and  37-4.  Because  technol- 
ogy for  directional  drilling  at  longer  dis- 
tances does  not  exist  today,  doesn't  mean 
that  it  won't  in  the  future.  Further,  the  NSO 
restriction,  as  opposed  to  no  leasing,  is  as 
much  in  the  interest  of  avoiding  loss  of  rev- 
enues through  drainage  as  it  is  in  providing 
directional  drilling  opportunities. 
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directional  drilling,  leases  should  not  be  issued.   The  Pinedale 

Resource  Area  BUI  staff  should  note  the  conclusions  of  the  BLM  in 

the  Headwaters  Resource  Management  Plan  (Montana) : 

A  rule  of  thumb  is  that  oil  and  gas  resources  over 
one-half  mile  from  a  drill  site  probably  cannot  be 
drained  without  directional  drilling.   Directional 
drilling  in  structurally  complex  areas  is  unproven  and 
we  have  assumed  it  is  not  feasible  in  our  assessment  of 
environmental  impacts.   Therefore,  if  no  surface 
occupancy  areas  are  over  one-half  mile  wide,  the  area 
more  than  one-half  mile  from  an  occupancy  site  is  not 
leased,  since  the  feasibility  of  developing  oil  and  gas 
from  beneath  it  is  poor.   In  some  cases  of  extreme 
topography,  this  distance  is  reduced  to  one-quarter 
mile.   (BLM,  Final  Headwaters  Resource  Area  RMP/EIS, 
November  1983,  p.  55. ) 

BLM  states  on  page  189  of  the  Pinedale  draft  RMP/EIS  that 

"directional  drilling  distances  into  the  ACEC  would  be  as  much  as 

three  miles."   Earlier  in  the  document  BLM  notes,  "the  feasiblity 

of  complete  development  by  directional  drilling  is  questionable 

due  to  the  distances  involved"  (p.  69) .   Indeed,  oil  and  gas 

industry  sources  say  directional  drilling  of  over  one-half  mile 

is  not  feasible.   Under  these  conditions  it  is  foolish  to  offer 

an  area,  particularly  one  of  critical  environmental  concern  or 

important  wildlife  values,  for  lease. 

Besides  relying  on  NSO  restrictions,  the  BLM,  in  the  draft 
document,  also  calls  for  the  widespread  use  of  seasonal 
restrictions  to  protect  crucial  wildlife  habitat.   We  feel  that 
such  restrictions  are  of  very  questionable  value  when  applied  to 
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oil  and  gas  operations.   Apparently,  these  limitations  will  not 
apply  to  extended  long  term  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  oil 
and  gas  projects  (p.  256) .   Eliminating  activity  seasonally  from 
big  game  crucial  winter  ranges  does  limit  disturbance  to  wildlife 
itself  temporarily.   However,  well  pads  located  on  crucial  winter 
ranges  remove  habitat  that,  by  definition,  is  the  determining 
factor  in  a  population's  ability  to  maintain  and  reproduce  Itself 
at  a  certain  level  over  the  long  term.   Therefore,  these 
restrictions  do  not  address  the  impacts  caused  by  habitat  loss  at 
all.   We  recommend  "no  leasing"  as  the  proper  method  to  avoid  the 
impacts  of  habitat  loss. 

As  a  final  condemnation  of  the  overuse  of  lease 
stipulations,  the  record  to  date  of  BLM's  ability  and  willingness 
to  enforce  stipulations  is  not  a  good  one.   No  data  is  provided 
in  the  draft  plan  on  the  type  of  enforcement  program  proposed  by 
BLM  to  assure  that  seasonal  restrictions  on  oil  and  gas 
activities  are  complied  with.   Does  BLM  have  such  enforcement 
personnel  In  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area?   Does  It  have  funds 
available  in  its  yearly  budget  to  provide  for  an  effective 
enforcement  program?  Are  there  enforcement  actions  available  to 
BLM  against  lessees  who  violate  the  terms  of  their  leases?  Are 
there  penalties  for  non-compliance  with  lease  stipulations?   If 
so,  does  BLM  have  a  vigorous  policing  program  to  assure 


40-14  The  application  of  seasonal  restrictions 
relative  to  habitat  loss  is  addressed  in  the  site 
specific  analysis  for  each  activity  and  was 
also  addressed  in  the  RMP.  Should  analysis 
reveal  that  seasonal  restrictions  are  not  suf- 
ficient to  mitigate  impacts,  other  means  such 
as  no  surface  occupancy  or  no  leasing  would 
be  considered  and  modifications  to  the  RMP 
may  be  required.  Further  evaluation  is  com- 
pleted at  the  development  stage  and  further 
mitigation  can  be  provided,  if  necessary,  to 
mitigate  impacts  from  development  activi- 
ties. Please  see  Appendix  C-1  in  this  docu- 
ment and  Response  40-4. 

40-15  The  RMP  will  guide  approvals  of  oil  and 
gas  activities  in  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area. 
All  future  actions  will  be  in  conformance  with 
the  plan,  until  amended  or  revised. 

Stipulations  and  conditions  of  approval  are 
legal  requirements  imposed  by  BLM.  As 
such,  they  are  enforceable.  We  employ  com- 
pliance personnel  in  the  resource  area  to 
ensure  that  development  activities  occur  in 
compliance  with  the  authorization. 
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compliance  with  lease  stipulations,  and  does  it  take  actio 
against  violators  of  lease  stipulations? 


The  obvious  disregard  by  BIM   of  the  wildlife  values  of  the 

PRA  at  the  expense  of  the  oil  and  gas  resources  is  very 

disturbing  to  us.   The  draft  RMP/EIS  Itself  states  that: 

All  of  the  indices  suggest  that  the  area  is  approaching 
the  acceptability  threshold  for  continued  elk  use. 
Given  the  existing  conditions,  future  cover  reduction 
or  increased  human  activity  would  likely  result  in 
decreases  in  affected  elk  populations  through  lowered 
animal  productivity  or  possible  long-term  abandonment 
of  impacted  areas  (p.  151) . 


Despite  this  Information,  BLJ*  has  decided  to  lease  all  of 

the  PRA  for  oil  and  gas  development.   Under  the  preferred 

alternative  this  development  may  very  well  lead  to  dire 

consequences  for  wildlife,  as  the  draft  Itself  states  on  several 

occasions: 

Because  there  is  a  significant  amount  of  high- 
potential  oil  and  gas  deposits  in  the  planning  area, 
important  habitat  losses  could  occur  over  the  next  few 
years.  .  .  (p.  192) . 

Oil  and  gas  development  would  remove  approximately 
7,500  acres  of  wildlife  habitat  from  production  on  a 
long-term  basis,  impacting  all  wildlife  species 
associated  with  the  disturbed  sites  (p.  192) . 

Mule  deer  winter  range  would  receive  the  greatest 
impact,  with  16  percent  of  crucial  winter  habitat 
affected.  .  .  Assuming  that  population  levels  reach 
carrying  capacity  of  the  winter  range,  the  reduction  of 
available  winter  habitat  (16  percent)  would  result  in 
commensurate  population  reductions  (p.  192) . 


40-16  The  effects  to  wildlife  are  adverse  effects 
which  can  be  at  least  partially  mitigated  by 
exerting  control  over  the  rate  of  develop- 
ment. At  this  time,  since  there  are  no  devel- 
opment proposals,  we  do  not  feel  it  is  appro- 
priate to  speculate  on  such  development 
with  the  intent  of  identifying  means  to  regu- 
late the  rate  of  development  to  reduce 
impacts  to  wildlife.  These  analyses  will  occur 
at  the  time  development  proposals  are  sub- 
mitted and  will  include  an  analysis  of  cumu- 
lative impacts.  At  that  time,  the  analysis  of 
cumulative  impacts  from  other  activities  will 
also  be  considered.  This  aspect  is  very  impor- 
tant, for  example,  with  regard  to  surface  dis- 
turbance of  habitat  and  with  regard  to  cover. 
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Nine  percent  of  the  crucial  elk  winter  range  would  be 
adversely  impacted  during  the  next  ten  years.   This 
would  result  in  reduced  populations  or  possible  habitat 
abandonment  (p.  192). 

Habitat  loss  through  development  of  facilities  (wells, 
roads,  etc.)  and  increased  activity  during  production 
would  adversely  impact  wildlife.  .  .  individual  species 
may  approach  tolerance  levels  that  could  result  in 
displacement,  reduced  productivity  and(or)  direct 
mortality  (p.  194). 


Given  all  of  these  conclusions,  BLH's  assertion  that  the 
preferred  alternative  "would  aid  in  maintaining  wildlife 
populations  at  objective  levels"  (p.  194)  is,  at  best,  dubious. 

We  feel  that  rather  than  assigning  only  secondary  importance 
to  wildlife,  BLH  should  fulfill  its  obligations  under  FLPMA  and 
ESA  to  protect  wildlife  and  their  habitats.   This  can  be  done  by 
carefully  delineating  areas  important  to  wildlife,  such  as 
crucial  winter  habitats,  calving  areas,  escape  and  critical  cover 
areas,  etc.  for  each  species,  designating  these  habitats  as  Areas 
of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  and  segregating  them  from 
mineral  development.   We  recommend  that  this  method  of  habitat 
protection  be  used  in  all  management  units  where  crucial  winter 
range,  calving  areas,  feeding  grounds,  riparian  areas,  and 
endangered  species  habitats  have  been  identified  in  the  plan. 

RIPARIAN  MANAGEMENT 


40-17  The  segregation  of  large  portions  of  the 
resource  area  from  mineral  activity  would 
not  provide  for  reasonable  multiple  use  man- 
agement of  the  resource  area.  If  an  RMP  con- 
tains land  use  allocations  which  exclude  one 
or  more  uses  over  substantial  portions  of  the 
resource  area,  the  other  uses  become  dom- 
inant uses  in  the  resource  area.  The  Pre- 
ferred Alternative  attempts  to  allocate  uses 
and  develop  management  practices  that  will 
allow  potentially  conflicting  uses  to  coexist 
in  the  same  general  area.  This  does  not  mean 
there  will  be  no  tradeoffs  and  adverse  effects 
to  one  or  both  or  the  conflicting  uses.  There 
will  be  an  opportunity  to  balance  concerns 
and  to  restrict  certain  activities  to  benefit  or 
mitigate  adverse  impact  to  others.  Allocating 
certain  areas  solely  for  one  purpose  does  not 
allow  this  opportunity. 
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In  addition  to  our  conceme  regarding  the  treatment  of  oil 
and  gas  development  In  the  PRA,  we  also  are  disappointed  in  the 
low  priority  and  attention  devoted  to  upgrading  riparian  areas. 
Riparian/aquatic  habitat  management  should  be  a  priority 
management  concern  for  the  PRA's  grazing  and  wildlife  programs. 
Although  less  than  one  percent  of  the  PRA  consists  of  riparian 
habitats  (7,138  acres)  —  typical  of  BUI  resource  areas  —  these 
areas  are  disproportionately  used  by  a  wide  variety  of  game  and 
non-game  wildlife  species.   Yet  85  percent  of  the  riparian  areas 
within  the  PRA  are  reported  as  being  in  either  "fair"  or  "poor" 
condition.   The  draft  acknowledges  that  "[1] Ivestock  grazing 
probably  has  the  greatest  impact  on  riparian  habitats  of  all  land 
uses  occurring  in  the  planning  area..."   (p.  156)   However,  the 
preferred  alternative  calls  for  a  significant  increase  in 
livestock  AUMs  (p.  194). 

The  preferred  alternative  offers  only  a  pusillanimous 
proposal  to  upgrade  (by  when?)  each  area  by  one  condition  class. 
We  believe  instead  that  the  following  steps  should  be  taken  to 
correct  the  deteriorated  condition  of  riparian  areas  within  the 
PRA.   First,  develop  a  priority  list  of  riparian  areas  to  be 
fully  restored  within  five  to  ten  years.   This  list  should  be 
developed  in  consultation  with  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish 


40-18  The  overall  objective  under  the  Preferred 
Plan  is  to  improve,  restore,  or  maintain  ripar- 
ian values.  This  specifically  highlights  ripar- 
ian areas  as  areas  of  concern  and  emphasis. 
We  intend  to  coordinate  with  the  Wyoming 
Game  and  Fish  Department  in  these  efforts. 
We  will  define  specific  means  of  improve- 
ment at  the  time  we  evaluate  the  riparian 
areas  in  the  course  of  developing  activity 
plans.  Where  appropriate,  the  methods  pro- 
posed for  improvement  would  include  those 
you  have  presented.  Please  also  note  the 
changes  in  the  text. 
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Department,  the  Wyoming  wildlife  Federation,  and  other  interested 
conservation  organizations.   Second,  after  developing  such  a 
list,  a  program  to  restore  and  improve  riparian  habitat  should  be 
implemented  in  each  riparian  area.   These  programs  should  include 
such  actions  as  excluding  livestock  via  fencing,  changing  seasons 
of  livestock  use,  reducing  livestock  use,  implementing  streambank 
improvement  projects,  developing  "adopt-a-stream"  programs,  and 
devoting  a  portion  of  livestock  grazing  receipts  to  finance 
riparian  improvement  projects. 


These  comments  have  focused  almost  exclusively  on  oil  and 
gas  development  related  issues  of  the  draft  Pinedale  RMP/EIS. 
The  exceedingly  heavy  emphasis  on  encouraging  oil  and  gas 
development  throughout  the  entire  resource  area  is  certainly  the 
most  troublesome  aspect  of  the  document.   However,  the  National 
wildlife  Federation  also  has  serious  concerns  about  other  issues 
in  the  draft  such  as  forest  management  (for  example,  the  greatly 
increased  size  allowed  for  clearcuts,  well  above  any  agency 
recommedations,  and  the  reduction  of  the  buffer  zone  for  logging 
operations  to  100  feet)  and  livestock  grazing  (for  example, 
reserving  50%  of  forage  increases  in  crucial  wildlife  habitat  for 


40-19  Commodity  interests  are  some  of  the 
resource  uses  that  are  considered  in  develop- 
ing a  multiple  use  RMP.  These  uses 
obviously  affect  non-commodity  uses.  The 
intent  of  the  RMP  is  to  provide  for  all 
resource  uses.  We  have  analyzed  changes  in 
some  of  the  restrictions  on  certain  resource 
uses.  In  some  cases,  these  restrictions  have 
been  eased.  In  other  cases,  the  restrictions 
have  been  made  tighter.  Please  refer  to 
Responses  37-18,  37-19,  and  37-38. 


162 


40 


19 


-19- 
livestock).*   All  of  these  actions  demonstrate  the  BUI's 
preferential  treatment  of  conuDodity  reaourcea  over  no n- commodity 
resources . 

Given  the  severe  deficiencies  of  the  draft  Pinedale  RMP/EIS 
identified  above,  we  urge  that  the  recommendations  made  in  these 
comments  be  assessed  In  a  revision  of  this  draft,  prior  to  the 
issuance  of  a  final  plan. 


Respectfully  submitted, 

David  Alberswerth 

Director 

Public   Lands  and  Energy 


Richard  JK/Wallner 
Coneervaitdon  Intern 


.^^^5t;!2_L__i::l^^^Mtan 


yfthleencT 
lunsel 
lie  Lands  and  Energy 


*     We  also  incorporate  by  reference  the  comments  of  the  Wyoming 
Wildlife  Federation. 
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ENRON 

Oil  &  Gas  Compony 

P  O  Bo.  250       ft.g  Pin^,  Wyoming  83113       (SOT)  276-3331 


June    19,    1987 


Team    Leader 

Pinedale   RMP 

Bureau   of   Land   Management 

P.    O.    Box    1869 

Rock  Springs,  Wyoming  82902 


Gent lemen : 


COMMENTS 
PINEDALE    RMP/EIS 


Attached    are   several    comments   pertaining   to   the   Draft 
Resource   Management  Plan/Environmental    Impact    Statement    for    the 
public    lands    in    the  Pinedale   Resource    Area.      Most    of    the 
comments    are  on    the    preferred    alternative   and    those  appendices 
that   address   oil    and   gas   activities. 


DEZ/rgt 
(2783A) 

Attachmen  ts 

cc:       H.G.     Papa    - 
D,    Weaver 
D.E.    Zlomke 
D. A.    Sawyer 
File 


Very    truly   yours, 

ENRQN    O^L     &    Gj)fe     COMPANY 


Doug   Weaver 
District    Manager 


Houston,    Room    12315 


ftirt  ol  rit«  Enron  Crovp  of  Enatgy  CompaniM 


Response  to  Letter  41 
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DRAFT  RESOORCB  MANAGEHEHT  PLAN/ENVTRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


GENERAL  COMMENTS 

1.      We    heartily   endorse    the  multiple-use   concept    to   managinq 
public    lands.      Wildlife   management,    oil    and    gas   activity, 
recreation   and    livestock    grazing   are   activities    that    can 
be    carried    out    in   a    common    area    in    an    environmentally 
acceptable   manner. 

The   primary    industries    in    the   Upper   Green    River    Basin, 
which    encompasses    the  Pinedale    Resource   Area,    are   oil    and 
gas    activity,    ranching   and   tourism.      The    industry    in    the 
Pinedale    Resource    Area    that    has    the    largest    impact    on    the 
local    economies    is    oil    and   gas.      Tourism    is    important    in 
the   Pinedale    area    but    must   of    the    recreation    areas    that 
draws   tourists    are   on    lands    administered    by   the   U.S. 
Forest    Service.      Ranching   was    the    original    industry    in    the 
area    and  will    always    be   of   primary    importance    to   a    segment 
of    the    local    population.      However,    the    property    tax    hase 
in    Sublette  County    is    predominately    supported    by   the 
mineral     (oil    and    gas)    industry.      The    economic   health   of 
the   county    is    directly    linked    to   the   health    and   prosperity 
of    the    mineral    industry    in    the    county.      Because   of    this, 
we   believe   the    final    RMP/Eis    should    first    take    the 
approach    to    foster    orderly    oil    and    gas   development    and 
ranching    concerns.      This    can    be   accompl Ished    in    an 
environmentally   acceptable   manner    without    adverse    impact 
on    other    resources    in    the   area. 

PREFERRED    ALTEBNATIVE       ( Ch .     7,    page .    6  6-86) 


It    is    stated    on   page    69    that    sand   and   gravel    removal    in 
riparian    areas    or    other    crucial    wildlife   habitat    would   be 
avoided.      Host    economically   accessible    sources   of   gravel 
are    located    in    or    adjacent    to   stream   or    river   beds.       it    is 
current    BLM    pr act  ice    in    the    resource    area    to    require 
gravel    on    all    new   roads   and    to    add    gravel    to   many 
existing,    well    established    roads.      If    the   BLM    is   going    to 
continue    requiring    the   oil    and    gas    companies   to    gravel 
roads ,    they    should    provide   a    source    of    gravel    that    does 
not    place   an    unnecessary    financial    burden   on    the    company. 

It    is    stated    as   an    objective   on   page    69    that    activity 
planning    for    wildlife   management    would   emphasize   habitat 
enhancement    and   protection   and   would    be   oriented    toward 
the   maintenance   of    habitats    to    support    wildlife 
populations    at    1985   Wyoming   Game    and    Fish   Department    plan 
levels.      Table    28    (page    144)    indicates    that    post   hunting 
season   population    estimates    for    the   big   game    species    in 
the    resource    area    are   at    or    above    the    population 
objectives   of    the   Game    and    Fish    Department,       it    would    not 
appear    to   be   necessary    to   emphasize   habitat    enhancement    at 
the   expense  of    other    uses    in    the    resource   area. 
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COMMENTS    ON    APPENDICES 


APPENDIX   B    -   The   estimate    for    acreage    disturbance    for    oil 
and    gas    wells    is  high    for    a   major    portion   of    the    resource 
area.      A   majority   of    the   gas   wells   are   on    160-acre    spacing 
(4    wells/section).      In   established    areas,    most   access 
roads    would    be   one-half   mile    long   or    less.      A    30'    road 
right-of-way    would    give   a   maximum   disturbed    area   of    1.8 
acres.      The    typical    well    location    is    usually    not    larger 
than    300'    x    300'    or    about    2.1    acres.      The    pipeline 
fight-of-way   might    require    another    1.8-2.5    acres, 

n    the    we  11    location.       For   most    producing    wel 1 s , 
listurbed    acreage    would   only   be    about    6.0    to  6.5 
u^i^;^,    -uj    less    than    the  BLM's    16.5    acre   estimate. 
Assuming    the   disturbed    area    would    be   50%   greater    than    the 
road,    pipeline    and    location    area    would   still    give   only 
9-10    acres   disturbed    and   much    of    this    would    be    reclaimed 
after    drilling   operations    were    completed. 

APPENDIX    C-2 

a.      Roads    -    It    is    stated    that,    in    some    cases,    graveling, 
redesign    or    closure   of    old    roads   may   be    required   to 
control    or    reduce    sediment.      These    roads    were   built    to 
guidelines    outlined   by    the   old    U.S.G.S.    or    BLM   at    the 
time    the  ROW    or    well    location   was    approved.      A    lot    of 
the    roads   have   been    in    use    for    more    than    20    years   and, 
m    most    cases,    have   had    no   permanent,    adverse    impact 
on    the   environment.       It   appears    the  BLM    is    trying    to 
impose    a    financial    burden    on    the   companies   by 
requiring   unwarranted    or    unnecessary    road    improvements. 
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41-1  The  RMP  nnust  look  at  multiple  uses  when 
addressing  resource  allocations  to  assure 
management  of  all  resources  is  addressed. 
Further,  the  RMP  resses  the  issues  identi- 
fied at  the  beginning  of  the  planning  pro- 
cess. The  draft  RMP/EIS  does  address  graz- 
ing and  oil  and  gas  development  as  integral 
parts  of  each  alternative.  It  also  recognizes 
the  economic  importance  of  each. 

41-2  The  BLM  has  provided  sand  and  gravel 
sources  in  the  past  and  will  continue  to  do 
so  in  the  future.  Because  there  is  an  abun- 
dance of  easily  accessible  deposits  located 
on  benches  and(or)  river  terraces  over 
much  of  the  resource  area,  it  has  not  been 
necessary  to  locate  sources  in  riparian 
areas. 

Several  existing  sand  and  gravel  pits  are 
located  within  crucial  winter  range,  and 
although  such  locations  are  not  preferred, 
some  could  be  established  with  the  appro- 
priate mitigation.  Please  refer  to  text 
changes. 

41-3  Habitat  enhancement  is  necessary  to  sup- 
port WGFD  population  objectives,  espe- 
cially in  light  of  the  projected  increase  in 
competing  uses  in  the  resource  area.  The 
purpose  of  the  objective  is  to  provide  long- 
term  direction  and  flexibility  forthe  manage- 
ment of  not  only  big  game,  but  also  other 
species  of  wildlife  in  the  resource  area. 

41-4  Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM)  class 
definitions  can  be  found  on  page  164  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS.  No  more  controls  over  the 
visual  quality  are  being  proposed  than  are 
currently  being  done  on  a  good  will  basis. 
Reason  for  inclusion  of  the  current  situation 
in  the  RMP  is  to  identify  management  pre- 
scriptions that  are  currently  being  included 
as  special  stipulations  on  APDs  and  rights- 
of-way  (painting,  rehabilitation,  contouring, 
etc.).  The  normal  maintenance  cycles  con- 
ducted by  most  oil  companies  have  been 
and  should  continue  to  be  adequate  in  pro- 
viding for  improvement  or  new  mitigation, 
except  in  extremely  unsightly  or  badly  dis- 
turbed areas. 

41-5  The  surface  disturbance  acreage  was 
based  on  an  average  of  surface  disturbance 
acreages.  The  average  included  figures  for 
exploration  wells,  development  wells,  and 
shallow  (1,000  feet)  to  deep  wells  (17,000+ 
feet).  The  following  criteria  were  used: 

5-acre  well  pads  -  4  acres  stabilized  in 
three  years 

5. 5-acre  road  -  1  mile  long,  45  feet  wide; 
stabilized  8-foot  backslope  in  three  years 
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It  is  also  stated  that  road  closures  may  be  needed 
during  spring  runoff  periods,  in  elk  wintering  areas, 
or  other  critical  areas  ( ?deer  or  antelope  wintering 
areas?}.   In  established  oil  or  gas  producing  areas, 
indiscriminate  road  closures  would  deny  a  company  its 
legal  right  to  carry  out  and  conduct  its  business, 
especially  when  it  can  not  be  positively  and 
conclusively  proven  that  the  amount  of  vehicle  traffic 
necessary  to  conduct  the  business  would  have  a  severe, 
detrimental  and  lasting  impact  on  the  area  or  wildlife. 
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The  latter  portion  of  the  paragraph  states  "a 
portions  of  facilities  or  producing  well  loca 
will  be  resurfaced  with  topsoil  and  seeded  wi 
stabilizing  species."   Granted,  during  normal 
producing  operations  only  a  portion  of  the  original 
drill  site  is  used,  however,  the  vast  majority  of  the 
wells,  at  some  time  in  their  productive  life,  will 
require  remedial  work  and  as  can  be  seen  in  attachment 
II,  2,  3,  all  of  the  original  drill  site  is  needed 
during  reworking  operations.   These  diagrams  are  of 
actual  or  planned  reworking  operations  in  the  PRA.   It 
would  not  be  practical  to  rehab  the  location  back  to 
the  anchors  and  then  disturb  it  again  before  doing 
remedial  work.   The  additional  foliage  available  in  a 
reclaimed  area  (approximately  1  acre)  is  virtually 
insignificant  in  terms  of  increased  grazing.   The 
visual  esthetics  cannot  be  dominant  over  safety  and 
practicality  of  oil  and  gas  production. 

The  fifth  paragraph  states  that  abandoned  locations 
will  be  required  to  be  recontoured  to  conform  to  the 
surrounding  terrain.   Does  this  include  locations  that 
have  already  been  P&A,  reclaimed,  approved  by  the  BLM 
and  released  from  the  operator's  bond? 
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Paragraph    seven    address   possible    requirements    to   add 
fertilizer    when    reclaiming   areas   with    a    nutrient 
deficiency    and    fencing    locations    until    reclamation    is 
successful.      Would    this   practice   be    required   even    in 
areas   where   no  vegetation   exists? 

Paragraph    nine   states    "no   sour    gas    lines   will    be 
located    closer    than   one   mile    to   a    populated    area    or 
sensitive    receptor."      Additional    definition    is    needed 
as   what    sour    gas    is.       It    is   assumed    to   be    H2S. 
Nearly    all    natural    gas    contains    some    H2S.      Are    all 
gas    lines   considered    sour? 

APPENDIX    C-3 

a.  Blowout    Prevention   -    It    is    stated    in    the   second 
paragraph    that    the   BLM    is    attempting    to   upgrade    the 
standards    for    blowout    preventor    stack    tests    to    require 
full    working    pressure    tests    instead   of    the    lower 
pressures   currently    required.      Tests    on   BOPE's    are 
typically    either    conducted    to    their    rated    working 
pressure   or    70-80%    of    the   burst    pressure    rating   of    the 
casing    the   BOP's   will    be   mounted    on,    whichever    is 
less.      Any    system   is    only   as   strong   as    its    weakest 
component.       It   makes    no   sense    to    test    the   BOP   stack    to 
5000    psig    if    the   burst    rating   of    the   casing   the   BOP's 
are   mounted   on    is   only    3000    psig. 

b.  On    page    273,    the    last    paragraph    should    also    include 
tertiary    recovery. 

APPENDIX    C-4    -   Criteria    for    determining   depth    of    fresh 
water    and    surface    casing    requirements. 

Paragraph    two   states    "if    none   of    the   above    information 
is    available,    surface    casing    is    required    to    10%   of    the 
proposed   well's    total    depth.      In   strictest 
interpretation,    an   operator   who    drills    a    3000'    well 
would    only    have    to    set    300'    of    surface   casing   while    an 
operator    who   plans    to    drill    a   well    2000'    would    have   to 
set    700'    of    surfac3   casing.      Final    depth    of    the  well 
should    not    be   a    criteria   on    determining    the   amount    of 
surface   casing   reguired.      This    sentence   should   be 
struck    from    the    requirements   because    it    is    immaterial. 


6-acre  facilities  - 1  nnlle,  50-foot  pipeline/ 
utility  right-of-way,  stabilized  in  three  years 

41-6  Many  older  roads  were  not  built  to  today's 
standards.  Where  erosion  and  sedimenta- 
tion are  occurring,  innprovements  or  repairs 
nnust  be  made.  Routine  maintenance  is 
required  on  any  road.  The  maintenance  and 
improvements  required  by  BLM  are  not 
intended  to  impose  a  financial  burden  on 
the  companies  involved,  but  rather  to  com- 
ply with  the  law  and  BLM  policy. 

Seasonal  road  closures  are  not  intended  for 
the  purpose  of  denying  access  to  producing 
areas.  Consideration  would  be  given  to  such 
activity  and  consultation  with  affected  par- 
ties would  occur  prior  to  initiating  such  a  clo- 
sure. 

41-7  Thisappliesmainlytofuturesites,  not  exist- 
ing approved  areas.  Existing,  authorized 
stipulations  are  valid.  If  resource  problems 
are  occurring,  efforts  will  be  made  to  modify 
existing  authorizations. 

Zero  runoff  actually  refers  to  controlled  run- 
off for  prevention  of  erosion.  The  water 
would  bechanneled  intosedimenttraps,  not 
kept  on  the  pad  surface.  The  purpose  of  con- 
trolled runoff,  in  part,  is  to  prevent  standing 
water  and  mud  on  the  location. 

We  do  not  set  standard  distances  for  reha- 
bilitation. Each  site  is  evaluated  on  a  case- 
by-case  basis.  The  primary  purpose  of  rec- 
lamation is  soil  stabilization  and  to  prevent 
off-site  sediment  damage. 

Locations  that  have  been  plugged  and  aban- 
doned and  approved  are  not  generally 
required  to  be  rehabilitated  again.  Should  a 
situation  arise  where  further  work  is  neces- 
sary, the  company  would  be  consulted. 

We  do  not  usually  require  fertilization  and 
fencing  in  areas  where  vegetation  does  not 
exist  priorto  disturbance  or  where  we  do  not 
feel  these  measures  are  necessary.  How- 
ever, erosion  control  measures,  such  as 
water  bars,  may  need  to  be  installed. 

Sour  gas  refers  to  H2S.  At  the  present  time, 
gas  line  installations  are  handled  on  a  case- 
by-case  basis,  but  definitely  not  all  lines  are 
considered  H2S  lines. 

Specific  H2S  concentration  level  threshold 
guidelines  are  not  available.  Onshore  Order 
Number  2  is  expected  to  be  approved  soon 
and  specific  guidelines  for  H2S  production 
are  to  be  included. 

41-8  It  is  not  intended  to  outline  unnecessary 
testing  procedures,  but  to  discuss  new 
requirements  for  BOP  testing  which  would 
be  used  in  a  common  sense  manner  in  an 
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APPENDIX    I 

a.  Table  47  on  page  351  shows  the 
of  economic  sectors  within  Subl 
to  area  employment  and  personal 
was  used  as  background  informat 
current  economic  conditions  in 
Area,  it  would  be  very  misleadi 
population  and  workforce  of  Tet 
times  as  large  as  Sublette  Coun 
industrial  composition  of  Suble 
radically  different.  Combining 
would  skew  the  data  more  toward 
and  government  sectors  and  not 
of  conditions  in  Sublette  Count 
mining  (minerals)  and  construct 
role . 


(2784A) 
rgt 


relative  significance 
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the  Pinedale  Resource 
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the  retail,  services 
give  a  true  indication 
y  where  agriculture, 
on  would  play  a  larger 


attempt    to    promote    increased    drilling 
safety.  Please  see  text  for  changes. 

41-9  Please  see  the  text  for  changes. 

41-10  This  summary  table  was  prepared  from 
two  separate  county  tables.  We  realize  that 
Sublette  and  Teton  counties  differ  with 
regard  to  the  relative  importance  of  their  var- 
ious economic  sectors,  and  have  taken  this 
into  consideration  in  our  analysis. 
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Douglas  Weaver 

P.    0.    Box   593 

Big   Piney,   Wyoming  83113 

( 307)     276-3331   -    Office 
(  307)    276-3367    -    Home 


June    19,    1987 


Team    Leader 

Bureau    of    Land    Management 

Rock    Springs    District  Office 

p.    0.    Box    1869 

Rock    Springs,    Wyoming   82902-1869 


Dear    Sirs: 


I    would,    on   behalf   of    several    ORV  users   and   nyself, 
like   to  take   the  opportunity  to   thank   the  BLM   for   the   privelege 
of   commenting  on  proposed  RHP  of   the  Pinedale  Resource   Area. 

Praise   is  extended   to   the  BLM   for   its  efforts   in 
presenting   a   multiple   use  program  that   attempts    to  satisfy 
needs  of    all   of    the   users   of    public    lands    in    the   Pinedale 
Resource   Area.      It    is    recognized    this    is    a   difficult    task    to 
undertake    and    much   time   and    thought    went    into    the    preparation 
of    the   proposed   Plan. 

The   particular    items    that    I    would    like    to   comment    on 
are    those    that    relate    to   ORV    use   on   Public    Lands.       I    feel    the 
BUI    adequately   addressed    the  ORV   situation   but    placed 
unnecessary   and   unwarranted    restrictions   on    their    usage.      The 
major    emphasis    in    all    of    the   proposed   alternatives   with    the 
exception  of    Alternative    "A"   was    for    additional    acreage    for 
wildlife    and    less,    restricted   acreage    for    ORV   usage.      The   slant 
of    the    report   was    that   ORV    and   wildlife    are    incompatible   on    the 
same    lands    with    no   substantiation   for    such    slant. 

Those    particular    areas   and    items   in    the    report    that 
caused    us    concern   are   discussed    in    detail   on   the    following 
pages : 
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ISSOES    ADDRESSgP 

Page    4  2,     ISSUE    |4  : 

"ORV  use  can   conflict   with   other    resources   including 
wildlife  values   particularly  deer   and  elk   winter   range  and 
watershed   values." 

This  is  a  very  valid  issue  and  it  is  imperative  that 
it  be  discussed.  Snowmobile  usage  would  conflict  with  winter 
range  but  good  winter  range  generally  means  bad  snowmobi ling 
and   V  ice  versa . 


3 ,     4    wheel i  n 
illy   have    poor 


The  areas  which  generally  make  good  "2 
are  generally  the  more  barren  areas  which  gener 
grazing  habitat.      Aga  in  ,    no   apparent   confl ict . 

The    minimal    amount   of   ORV    usage    in    the   Pinedale 
Resource    Area   never    has    resulted    in    any   documented    measurable 
loss  of   watershed   values. 

PREFERRED    ALTERNATIVE    (Page    7  9) 

This    alternative   would    create    two   open    areas    close    to 
the   major    towns    for    intensive    use   by   ORVs .      The    area,    1600    acre 
proposed    locally    referred    to   as    the    "Red   Hills",    of   which    our 
group   is   most    familiar,    near    Big    Piney,    is    frequented  by  ORV 
users    from    late   April    through    September    does   not    now    receive 
extensive    use.      We   ride    there  quite  often    (3-4/month)    and 
occasionally   there   are   2-4    other    riders.      This    area   has   been 
used    intermittently    for    the   past    lS-20    years.      There   are 
several    trails    up   and    around   these   hills    but    very    little    if    any 
range    or   watershed   deterioration   has    taken   place. 

we    fear,    however,    that    if    restrictions   are   placed    on 
other    areas,    increased    usage   may    result    in    deteriorating  of 
this    area    resulting    in    further    restrictions    here.      Safety 
considerations   of    the   small    area    must    also   be    considered.       if 
the   preferred    alternative    is    eventually   accepted,    it    is    our 
recommendation    that    this    area   be   expanded    considerably   to 
include    all    of    the   public    open    lands    east   of    Highwav    189    to   the 
bluffs    in    Section    18,    19,    30,    31    and    south   of    Highway    3S1    to 
the   private    lands    on    the  Green   River.      The   area   already    has 
numerous    ORV    trails,    surrounds    the    landfill,    and   has   quite    a 
few   existing    roads. 

The  preferred   alternative    implies   that   ORVs    destroy 
vegetation;    therefore   all    olher    lands,    with    the   exception   of 
the   two   proposed    open    areas,    would   be   either    closed    to  ORV    use 
or    use   would   be    limited    to   existing    roads   and    trails.      But    it 
fails    to    provide    documentation    to    support    the    implication.      BLH 
should    provide    such   documentation  of    damage  by   ORV   before 
making    such    implications. 


42-1   Please  refer  to  Response  13. 
42-2  Please  refer  to  Response  13. 
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We    further    recommend    in    this    alternative    that   ORV 
usage    off    of   existing   roads    and    trails    be   permitted    provided    no 
significant   damage   occurred.      The   vast   majority   of   off    road   use 
by  ORV   currently    is    small    groups    (2-3)    exploring    remote   areas 
of    the    desert.      (Local    name    for    the    area    south   of    the   Green 
River    and    east   of    189.)      We    do   not    feel    this    type    of    usage    is 
damaging    in    any  way. 

The   preferred    alternative   would    restrict,    in    the    large 
area   between    the    New    Fork    and    the   Green    River,     (commonly    called 
the   Mesa)    snowmobile    usage    to   plowed    roads    only   of   which    there 
are   only   two.      This    is    neither    wise    or    safe.      We    propose    this 
be   changed    to   allow    unlimited    snow  machine    use.      Again,    bad 
winter    range,    good    snowmobi 1 ing .       If    this    is    not    accepted,    we 
propose   snowmobiles    be   permitted   on   any   existing    roads    in    the 
"Mesa"   area . 

Finally,    the   preferred    alternative    in  Table    14    states 
that    ORV    usage   will    be    limited    to  existing    roads    and    trails   on 
606,    650    acres    to   preserve   all    resources.      We    dispute   this 
because    not    all    resources    are   available   on    this   acreage. 

ALTERNATIVE  A 

This   alternative    is    the   preferred    alternative   by   our 
group   because    it    allows    signi  f icant    protected    areas    for 
wildlife    while   providing   ORV   opportunities.      We    do,   however, 
support    additional    restricted    areas    around   existing    elk    feed 
grounds    to   minimize   stress   on   these    animals. 

Our    observation    with   deer    and   antelope    is    that    they 
are   minimally   effected    by   either    ORV   (2,    3,    4    wheelers)    or 
snowmachines    unless    they    are   specifically   harassed.      We    support 
strong  measures   against    those   who   do   abuse    and   otherwise   harass 
the  wild  animals  by  whatever  means. 

ALTERNATIVE  B 

This    alternative   provides   the   critical    wildlife    areas 
we    proposed    as   modifications    to    Alternative    "A"    but    severely 
concentrates   and    restricts    ORV   usage.      We,    if    this    alternative 
were   accepted,    would    propose    the   modifications    outlined    in    the 
prefer  red    alternative. 

The   proposed    critical    deer    area    between   the  Calpet 
Road   and    US    189    is   quite    large   and    all    recognize   many   deer 
winter    here.      However ,    the   high    level    of    activity    that    occurs 
year    round    (large   oil    and    gas    field)    has    conditioned    the   deer 
and    few   antelope    that   winter    here   such    that    they    virtually 
ignore   you.      I    am  quite    familiar    with   this    situation   because   my 
frequent    visits    to    the    area   on   business   and    to   observe   the   deer 
in    the    area.      Snowmachining   on   existing   roads  here   will    not 
adversely   affect    the   deer. 


42-3  Please  refer  to  Response  13. 
42-4  Please  refer  to  Response  13. 
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Our    company   frequently   uses    snowcats    to   check    on   our 
wells    during   deep   snow   and    the   deer    hardly    notice    use. 

ALTERNATIVE  C 

This  alternative  is  unduly  restrictive  and  does  not 
fairly  serve  all  users,  thus,  it  does  not  meet  the  objectives 
of  the  RMP  and  should  receive  no  consideration. 

ORV  users  are  also  supporters  of  wildlife  and  are  good 
sportsmen  and  should  be  entitled  to  usage  of  these  areas  that 
are  not  "critical"  wildlife  habitat. 

Again,  we  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  and 
would  like  to  be  contacted  as  this  process  continues. 


Very  truly  yours, 
Doug  Weaver 


DW/rgt 
(2785A) 


cc:       File 


42-5  Alternative  C  is  a  reasonable  alternative 
and  was  considered  in  detail.  At  this  point 
in  the  planning  process,  the  Proposed  Plan 
is  preferred  over  Alternative  C  from  the  draft 
RMP/EIS. 
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E^I^ON  COMPANY  USA 


June  19,    1987 


Exxon  Comments 
Pjnedale  RHP/DEIS 


Team  Leader 

Pinedale  RHP 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  1869 

Rock  Springs.  WY  82902-1869 

Dear  Ms.  Dana: 

Exxon  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area's 
Resource  Management  Plan/Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  We  have  a 
number  of  general  comments  we  would  like  to  make,  in  addition  to  the  attached 
specific,  page-by-page  comments. 

As  you  know,  a  portion  of  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area  incorporates  our  current 
LaBarge  Project  development.  We  believe  that  our  existing  leases  and  units 
come  under  the  environmental  protection  standards  of  the  lease  stipulations  as 
written,  and  the  extensive  constraints  and  mitigation  measures  developed  within 
the  Riley  Ridge  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  As  such  we  feel  that  any 
effort  by  the  BLM  to  implement  additional  restrictions  and/or  mitigation 
measures  beyond  those  in  the  Riley  Ridge  EIS  or  previously  agreed  to  by  Exxon 
wuld  be  inappropriate  and  objectionable. 

Our  primary  objection  to  the  Pinedale  RMP  is  the  apparent  move  away  from  true 
multiple-use  management  to  an  increased  emphasis  on  wildlife  and  recreation 
resources-  This  move  is  occurring  without  any  legislative  mandate,  and  also 
appears  to  be  an  agency  choice  contrary  to  the  need  to  assist  development  of 
nationally  significant  energy  resources.  Furthermore,  this  increasing  emphasis 
occurs  because  of  an  apparent  presupposition  that  existing  practices  provide 
inadequate  protection  for  other  resources. 

Exxon  objects  strenuously  to  the  unjustified  expansion  of  the  No  Surface 
Occupancy  (NSO)  area  beyond  the  actual  boundaries  of  the  Rock  Creek  Area  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC).  The  16.000  acre  contiguous  block  of  No 
Surface  Occupancy  in  essence  prohibits  development  of  an  area  of  high  oil  and 
gas  potential.  The  NSO  provision  ignores  the  proven  ability  of  mitigation 
measures  on  correctly  designed  projects  to  prevent  sedimentation  into  critical 
drainages  and  to  prevent  unacceptable  impacts  on  big-game  herds. 
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43-1  The  purpose  of  the  RMP/EIS  is  to  identify 
the  management  for  broad  resource  uses 
and  to  resolve  and  identify  conflicts  through 
the  issue  identification  process.  Conflict  res- 
olution as  a  part  of  the  RMP  can  lead  to  rec- 
ommendations for  proposed  mitigation. 
Should  these  recommendations  conflict 
with  or  differ  from  those  developed  through 
the  Riley  Ridge  EIS,  the  oil  and  gas  industry 
and  other  interested  parties  would  be  asked 
for  input.  The  same  would  apply  if  new  data 
determined  that  an  existing  measure(s)  was 
either  inadequate  or  overly  protective.  Input 
would  be  solicited  and  modifications  would 
be  made  accordingly. 

43-2  The  draft  RMP/EIS  addresses  the  manage- 
ment of  all  resources  in  accordance  with 
multiple  use  principles.  It  also  addresses  the 
issues  and  concerns  identified  at  the  begin- 
ning of  the  planning  process.  These  issues 
identified  wildlife  and  recreation  concerns 
and  conflicts.  The  recommendations  in  the 
draft  RMP/EIS  are  proposed  to  help  resolve 
these  concerns  and  conflicts.  FLPMA 
requires  that  the  BLM  complete  land  use 
plans  and  analyze  them  in  accordance  with 
NEPA. 
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Team  Leader 
Page  Two 

We  also  oppose  the  formation  of  a  new  ACEC  at  Beaver  Creek.  We  believe  that 
experience  in  the  area  has  proven  that  appropriate  mitigation  measures  can 
protect  critical  drainages.  There  is  no  documented  need  to  implement  the 
extensive  requirements  of  ACEC  designation.  The  BLH  has  received  from  Exxon  an 
analysis  of  the  water  quality  monitoring  program  over  the  period  of  extensive 
development  of  the  LaBarge  Project  which  indicates  that  appropriately  applied 
mitigation  measures  result  in  no  measurable  impact  on  surface  water  quality. 

Overall  we  have  found  the  plan  difficult  to  read  and  interpret  because  of  the 
way  the  plan  is  structured.  Specific  examples  of  structural  problems  include 
maps  which  are  too  small  to  be  informative  and  the  use  of  interchangeable 
nomenclature  for  herd  units,  the  definitions  of  which  are  difficult  to  locate. 
Many  of  the  text  references  to  maps  do  not  indicate  a  page  location.  Herd 
units,  hunt  units,  timber  management  units,  and  the  Visual  Resource  Management 
Classes  should  all  be  included  in  the  Glossary  of  Terms  to  make  the  document 
information  readily  accessible  to  the  reader.  As  an  example,  the  plan 
specifically  identified  the  area  of  occurrence  of  the  wild  horse  herds.  This 
same  specific  description  should  be  appl  ied  to  other  areas  of  resource 
.utilization  analyzed  in  this  document. 

In  addition  to  these  general  comments  about  the  direction  and  intent  of  the 
Pinedale  RMP/EIS,  Exxon  has  specific  comments  on  a  page-by-page  basis. 
Attachment  I  is  the  detailed  analysis  of  the  contents  of  the  Plan. 

Thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  document  which 
will  have  significant  impact  on  future  development  in  an  area  of  proven  high 
oil  and  gas  production  potential.  If  you  have  any  questions,  please  call  me 
at  915/686-4114. 


RDGrcdm 
Attachment 


Richard  0.  Goddard 
Regulatory  Affairs  Supervisor 
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EXXON  COHHENTS 

PINEDALE  RMP/DEIS 

ATTACHMENT  1 

PAGE 

COL.,  PARA. 

LINE                     COMMENTS 

1, 

Right,   1, 

1   3 

We  have  been  unable  to  find  in  this  document  or  in 

6 

federal  legislation  the  justification  for  a  greater 

emphasis  on  the  natural  environment  than  current 

practice,  which  is  identified  as  Alternative  A. 

3, 

2nd,    2, 

All     r 

"The  Riley  Ridge  EIS  allows  disturbance  in  elk 
calving  areas  from  May   15  to  June  30.   The 
authorized  officer  should"  be  allowed  to  approve 
variances  in  the  event  the  area  is  not  being  used 

7 

in  a  given  year. 

3. 

2nd,    5, 

1   5 

Surface  disturbance  should  be  allowed  within  500 
feet  of  riparian  habitat  at  the  discretion  of  the 
authorized  officer,  or  when  necessary  for  linear 
facilities  to  cross  streams. 

6, 

2nd,    2, 

10  -  12 

We  are  unsure  of  the  definition  of  "crucial  range". 

8 

as  that  term  has  no  legal  standing.  The  Threatened 

and  Endangered  Species  Act  refers  rather  to 

"critical  range". 

21, 

2nd,    7, 

All 

It  appears  that  the  entire  resource  area  has 
mitigation   (standard  stipulations)   for  surface 

9 

disturbance  and  therefore  would  be  considered 

limited  for  right-of-way.   That  is  a  rather  severe 

limitation. 

32, 

2nd,    1, 

All 

"it  is  very  difficult  to  comment  on  a  program  that 
is  common  to  three  of  the  four  alternatives  when  it 

10 

is  only  identified  in  generic  terms  and  the  need 
for  the  program  has  not  been  specified  in  the  body 
of  the  document. 

47. 

Table  3 

"A^sixmonth  restriction  on  activities  near  raptor 
nests   appears   unjustified.    The   comparable 
document.  Riley  Ridge  EIS.  has  varying  restrictions 
which  are  species  specific  with  most  of  them 
running   for   much   shorter   periods   of   time. 
Specifically.  Golden  Eagle  Nests  -  February  1  to 
July  15;  Osprey  Nests  •  April  15  to  August  15; 

11 

Swanson's  Hawk  Nests  -  April   1  to  July  15; 

Ferruginous  Hawk  Nests  -  March  15  to  July  15; 

Cooper's  Hawk  Nests   -  April   1   to  August   15; 

Burrowing  Owl  Nests  -  April  15  to  July  15;  Merlin 

Nests  -  April  15  to  August  15.   In  addition,  the 

restriction  on  surface  disturbance  for  riparian 

habitat  needs  to  include  a  provision  for  linear 

rights-of-way  to  cross  riparian  habitat. 

Where  conflicts  or  impacts  were  identified 
under  existing  management,  existing  prac- 
tices were  analyzed  to  determine  if  they 
were  adequate.  Where  existing  practices 
were  not  adequate,  other  measures  were 
proposed  to  resolve  the  impact  or  conflict. 

43-3  The  NSO  applied  to  the  area  surrounding 
the  Rock  Creek  ACEC  was  deemed  neces- 
sary when  lesser  mitigation  measures  were 
determined  to  be  inadequate  to  achieve 
resource  objectives  for  this  area.  Should  fur- 
ther studies  indicate  that  development 
could  be  compatible  with  existing 
resources,  consideration  for  modification  of 
the  NSO  would  occur  on  a  case-by-case 
basis. 

43-4  A  primary  purpose  of  an  ACEC  is  to  iden- 
tify resources  and(or)  areas  that  are  unique. 
This  is  the  case  with  Beaver  Creek  and  its 
unique  resource,  the  Colorado  River  cut- 
throat trout.  The  ACEC  designation  does  no 
more  than  identify  the  area  as  unique  and 
establish  the  purpose  or  objective  for  the 
designation.  Theactual  management  recom- 
mended for  the  area  will  be  developed  in  an 
activity  plan.  The  prescriptions  identified  in 
the  RMP  as  the  types  of  measures  or  guide- 
lines to  be  prescribed  in  the  activity  plan  are 
not  overly  protective  nor  do  they  differ 
greatly  from  current  management  prescrip- 
tions for  the  area. 

43-5  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

43-6  Alternative  A  is  on  one  end  of  the  range  of 
reasonable  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS.  Some  concerns  are  left  unre- 
solved or  resolved  to  the  detriment  of  some 
resources  to  achieve  benefits  to  other  re- 
sources. The  Proposed  Plan  provides  a 
degree  of  flexibility,  not  available  in  other 
alternatives,  to  make  some  decisions  based 
on  the  needs  of  a  particular  situation. 

43-7  As  addressed  in  Appendix  C-1  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS,  modification  of  wildlife  mitigation 
measures  can  be  accomplished  through 
environmental  analysis  of  plans  of  opera- 
tion, APDs,  etc.,  provided  that  adverse 
affects  to  the  area  of  concern  would  be  mit- 
igated or  avoided.  Please  refer  to  Appendix 
C-1  of  this  document. 

43-8  Please  refer  to  the  Glossary  for  the  defini- 
tion of  "crucial  range." 

43-9  The  standard  mitigation  guidelines  would 
be  applied  to  rights-of-way  only  when  nec- 
essary and  applicable.  A  site  specific  analy- 
sis would  determine  what  measures  would 
be  necessary.  The  Pinedale  Resource  Area 
has  many  diverse  resources  that  must  be 
considered  in  such  an  analysis.  Due  to  the 
extent  of  these  resources,  much  of  the  area 
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12 


48, 

Left, 

2, 

7   ■    11 

49, 

Left, 

1, 

10   -    16 

13 

66,      Left,        1   S  2  AH 
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69,     Left,   Partial,   3 
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17 


Avoidance  periods  for  big  game  critical  winter 
ranges  al  so  appear  to  have  been  extended  to  an 
unjustified  extent.  Specifically,  the  Riley  Ridge 
ns  speci  f  ies  November  15  to  April  1  rather  than 
November  1  to  April  30  as  in  this  document . 
Final ly.  al 1  avoidance  periods  need  to  be  for 
linear  rights-of-way  and  initial  pad  building.  The 
costs  incurred  to  shut  down  dri  1 1  ing  for  six  to 
eight  months  could  make  development  prohibitively 
expensive  and  seriously  compromise  safety. 

The  BLH's  authority  to  dedicate  itself  to  a  goal  of 
minimizing  emissions  which  may  add  to  acid  rain  is 
questionable.  The  concept  itsel f ,  as  well  as  the 
most  appropriate  mitigating  measure,  is  one  of 
scientific  debate  at  this  point. 

It  is  difficult  to  comment  on  potential  actions 
that  may  be  utilized,  however  we  do  object  to  the 
potent  ial  requirement  of  dispersion  analyses  and 
the  col  lee t  ion  of  on-site  meteorological  data  for 
individual  lease  approvals.  Those  are  "mitigation" 
measures  which  are  far  more  expensive  and 
restrictive  than  can  be  justified  by  the  minimal 
risk  of  exposure  to  public  health  and  safety. 
Evacuation  plans  and  signs  have  a  proven  history  of 
effectiveness  for  drilling  wells. 

The  stated  objective  for  the  Rock  Creek  and  Beaver 
Creek  ACECs  of  protecting  the  Colorado  Cutthroat 
Trout  can  be  obtained  without  the  unjustifiably 
restrictive  NSO  stipulation.  The  further  proposed 
expansion  by  approximately  11,000  acres  is  again 
unjustified  in  the  area  of  high  oil  and  gas 
potential .  Even  if  the  Preferred  Alternative  is 
implemented,  we  wish  to  make  it  clear  that  these 
stipulations  cannot  be  added  to  existing  leases  and 
units. 

This  statement  is  correct  but  under-emphasizes  the 
difficulty.  A  contiguous  block  of  this  size  could 
not  be  completely  developed  by  directional 
dril 1 ing.  especially  in  view  of  the  surface 
occupancy  constraints  surrounding  the  area. 

"The  Graphite  Hollow  area"  is  not  clearly  defined. 
No  data  is  provided  to  indicate  that  normal  surface 
disturbance  requirements  would  not  be  sufficient 
for  that  area. 

This  allowance  of  disturbance  within  100  feet  of  a 
riparian  area  is  considerably  less  restrictive  than 
the  500  feet  that  is  al  lowed  for  oil  and  gas 
development.  This  difference  in  the  mitigation 
measures  between  two  kinds  of  commodity  activities 
is  total ly  unjustified  and  unacceptable.  The  same 
comment  would  apply  to  Restriction  H2  which  allows 
operations  on  slopes  steeper  than  25%  and  less  than 
45%. 
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Left,       All 


127,   Right, 


128,   Left, 


129,   Table  25,   Footnote 
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138,   Right, 


144,   Table  28 
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21 


No  justification  is  given  for  raising  The  Visual 
Resource  Management  Class  to  protect  visual  values. 
Once  again,  it  is  difficult  to  comment  on  proposed 
future  actions  when  they  ire  identified  in  general 
generic-type  statements. 

Please  see  our  general  corrmenls  on  ACEC  creation 
and  expansion.  In  addition,  it  is  very  difficult 
to-  determine  the  exact  boundaries  of  the  ACECs 
because  of  the  continuing  problem  with  the  map 
scale. 

Of  the  alternatives  presented.  Exxon  supports 
Alternative  B.  The  protection  of  resource  and 
environmental  values  under  appl i cable  laws  and 
regulations  is  significant,  and  there  is  inadequate 
justification  in  this  document  for  the  move  to  a 
greater  level  of  protection. 

Acid  rain  is  a  complex  issue  that  is  not  fully 
understood,  and  is  currently  the  subject  of 
intensive  study.  It  is  inappropriate  for  a 
planning  document  to  make  this  kind  of  definitive 
tie  between  acid  rain  and  atmospheric  deposition. 

There  are  now  four  NADP  sites  in  the  area 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area. 
Data  for  all  of  these  sites  is  available. 

The  quoted  values  are  the  highest  pH  that  the 
1 iterature  references  as  more  acidic  than  normal . 
"Acidic  Deposition  in  Wyoming  and  Assessment  of 
Current  Information  to  Design  a  Wyoming  Monitoring 
and  Research  Program" .  Wyoming  Water  Research 
Center.  1984  by  Marcus,  MD;  Parkhurst,  B.  R.  and 
Brockson.  Robert  W.,  identifies  a  pH  for  pure  rain 
ranging  from  4.8  to  5.2.  "An  Evaluation  of  Trends 
in  the  Acidity  of  Precipitation  and  Related 
Acidification  of  Surface  Water  in  North  America", 
U.  S.  Geological  Survey.  Water  Supply  Paper  2249, 
U.  S.  Government  Property  Office,  1983  by  Turk, 
John  T. ,  quotes  a  range  of  4.5  to  4.6.  The 
National  Acid  Precipitation  Assessment  Program  in 
its  1983  report  to  the  President  and  Congress  has 
suggested  a  figure  closer  to  5.0  for  pure  rain. 
Data  considerably  more  recent  than  August.  1983 
should  be  available  from  the  Pinedale  site. 

Txxon  has  permitted  a  privately-owned  landfill  at 
its  Black  Canyon  facility.  This  should  not  be 
discussed  under  "Hazardous  Waste",  as  the  landfill 
is  specifically  not  permitted  for  hazardous  items. 

These  nomenclature  identi  fi cat  ions  do  not  agree 
with  uses  elsewhere  in  the  report,  which  makes  it 
very  difficult  to  evaluate  the  document. 


falls  within  a  linnited  classification.  This  clas- 
sification does  not  preclude  right-of-way 
activity,  rather  it  sets  the  parameters  and 
guidance  for  such  activity  in  accordance 
with  resource  planning  objectives. 

43-10  Please  refer  to  Response  41-4. 

43-1 1  The  standard  stipulation  for  restriction  on 
activities  near  raptor  nests  is  described  on 
page  256  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  The  time 
frame  can  be  modified  to  address  specific 
raptor  needs  upon  demonstration  (through 
environmental  analysis  of  plans  of  develop- 
ment, plans  of  operation,  APD  processing, 
etc.)  that  adverse  effects  to  the  area  or  con- 
dition of  concern  will  be  mitigated  or 
avoided.  The  Riley  Ridge  EIS  fulfilled  this  re- 
quirement. Linear  rights-of-way  are  pro- 
vided for  under  the  limited  or  restricted  cate- 
gory. 

43-12  Refer  to  Appendix  C-1  in  this  document 
for  clarification  of  Wyoming  BLM  Standard 
Mitigation  Guidelines  for  Surface  Disturb- 
ing Activities  and  to  Response  43-11  con- 
cerning the  Riley  Ridge  EIS  mitigation  mea- 
sures. The  text  has  been  modified  to  show 
the  dates  of  November  15  through  April  30 
for  big  game  crucial  winter  range  surface  dis- 
turbance restrictions.  Exceptions  for  drill- 
ing operations  may  be  allowed,  if  impacts  to 
the  identified  resource  value  are  determined 
acceptable  through  the  proper  procedures 
as  explained  on  pages  255  through  257  in 
the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

43-13  Although  there  is  scientific  debate  over 
the  transport  and  chemical  transformation 
of  acid  precursors,  both  within  the  Sublette 
basin  and  without,  the  BLM  is  committed 
and  legislated  to  support  the  provisions  of 
the  Clean  Air  Act  and  state  of  Wyoming  reg- 
ulations, which  minimize  emissions  of 
acidic  precursors.  Most  experts  agree  that 
major  acidic  precursors  include  sulfur  and 
nitrogen  oxides;  chemical  species  whose 
emissions  are  covered  under  State  of  Wyo- 
ming regulations.  The  BLM  will  continue  to 
support  the  State  of  Wyoming  regulations 
and  scientific  investigations  in  this  area.  As 
new  regulations  are  proposed,  BLM  will  add 
its  technical  expertise  in  appropriate  areas 
of  the  rule-making  process,  so  that  if  new 
emission  restrictions  are  proposed,  they  are 
balanced  against  the  best  interests  of  the 
American  public  and  the  public  lands. 

In  general,  all  BLM  actions  will  be  con- 
ducted to  minimize  emissions  which  may 
cause  acid  rain.  BLM  will  strive  to  avoid  all 
emissions  which  will  violate  ambient  stan- 
dards or  PSD  increments  through  support 
of  the  actions  of  the  Wyoming  Air  Quality 
Division  and  in  some  cases,  requiring  emis- 
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170,  Right. 

4,    All 

Recent  monitoring  conducted  by  Exxon  in  association 

22 

with  development  of  its  Riley  Ridge  LaSarge  Project 

indicated  a  very  low  level  of  recreational  use  by 

construction  workers. 

173,  Right, 

2,    7 

The  Wheeler.  1986  reference  should  be  added  to  your 

23 

list  of  references  at  the  conclusion  of  the 

document. 

197,  Right, 

3.      -'24 

The  proposed  program  to  increase  visual  quality  is 

vague  and  not  justified  in  this  document. 

205,  Left, 

2,    All 

Prior  usage  in  the  LaBarge  Project  development, 
which  appeared  to  have  an  acceptable  level  of 
impact,  was  that  linear  activities  and  rig  movement 
could  not  occur  during  the  seasons  of  restriction, 

25 

but  that  once  a  well  had  been  started,  it  could  be 

completed.   With  the  proposed  scheme  of  drilling 

interruption,  and  the  associated  cost  increases. 

deep  wells  would  become  impossible  to  drill  in  an 

economic,  safe  manner.   This  proposed  obstacle  to 

development  is  unacceptable. 

Appendix  C- 

Standard  mitigation  measures  for  surface  disturbing 

26 

activities  should  contain  the  provision  that  the 

authorized  officer  can  waive  these  requirements. 

where  conditions  justify. 

260,  Left, 

3.    All 

This  requirement  for  sour  gas  lines  is  a  reasonable 
one  for  large  diameter  feedlines,  but  requiring 

site  specific   meteorological    and   dispersion 

analyses  is  inappropriate  and  unnecessary  for 

27 

individual  well  gathering  lines  and  should  not  be 
required.    Sufficient   flexibility   to   grant 

variances  based  on  other  evidence  should  be 

retained.  The  final  sentence  should  more  correctly 

read,  "...not  be  exposed  to  an  increased  level  of 

risk  beyond  the  de  minimus  level". 

260,  Right, 

4  &  5 

The  kinds  of  air  quality  protection  stipulations 

28 

that  the  BLM  is  considering  should  be  presented  so 
that  they  may  be  coiranented  on  specifically. 

266,  Right, 

1. 

References  to  "overweight  and  overwidth",  on  page 
266,  and  "some  over  legal  weight  and  height",  on 
page  268,  should  be  removed  in  their  entirety  since 

29 

they  ire    incorrect.   All  truck  loads  associated 
with  construction  and  drilling  rig  equipment  are 
fully  permitted  for  travel  on  public  highways  and 
as  such  are  not  illegal  loads. 

267,  Figure 

10 

The  title  of  this  drawing  should  be  changed  to 

30 

indicate  that  these  activities  are  potential,  they 
do  not  ill  occur  in  every  development. 

268,  Right, 

1,    13      A  kelly  is  a  tube  not  a  rod. 

-4- 
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271,  Right,  Partial,  1  -  3 
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271,  Right.  1,    7-9 


272,  Left,  Partial 
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273.  Right.   1. 

8  -  11 
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273,  Right.   3, 

All 
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274.  Right,  Partial.  1-3 
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356,  Left. 


3  -  7 
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The  statement,  "The  process  of  removing  and 
reinserting  the  dril  1  ing  string  uses  much  of  the 
time  required  in  drilling."  should  be  removed  as  it 
incorrect .  The  time  consumed  in  drill ing  is 
very  much  a  function  of  depth,  rock  type,  pressure, 
and  numerous  other  factors. 

Insert  the  words,  "across  zones  of  fresh  water  or 
minerals,"  after  the  word,  "cement". 

Change  this  sentence  to  read,  "Production  casing  or 
1 iner  is  intended  to  provide  a  backup  to  the 
tubing,  which  is  a  conduit  for  the  production  of 
oil  and  gas  so  that  the  product  is  not  lost  in 
up -hole  zones" .  Well  bore  cross-flow  is  not 
acceptable  to  the  operator. 

The  majority  of  new  facilities  are  painted 
environmentally-approved  colors,  unless  other 
colors  are  required  for  safety  reasons. 

The  last  sentence  is  representative  of  a 
theoretically  possible,  but  highly  unlikely, 
situation  and  reflects  a  continuing  bias  in  this 
document  against  the  oil  and  gas  industry.  It 
should  be  deleted. 

This  discussion  of  casing  and  cementing  is 
inaccurate  and  biased.  While  it  is  true  that, 
"gray  areas"  and  "controversial  design  areas" 
exist,  the  controversy  centers  around  questions  of 
degree  and  not  questions  of  accept abil ity  of 
design.  This  paragraph  reaches  no  conclusions  and 
adds  nothing  of  value  to  the  document.  The  entire 
section  should  be  eliminated. 

The  term,  "reasonably  good"  in  reference  to  current 
BOP  standards  is  a  statement  of  opinion,  and  as 
such  should  be  eliminated  altogether.  The 
statement  that  test  standards  have  not  been 
upgraded  is  misleading  and  biased  and  should  be 
el  immated. 

The  statement  that  discharged  water  can  degrade 
surface  water  quality  sufficiently  to  preclude  its 
use  is  fal  se  and  should  be  deleted.  The  entire 
purpose  of  the  NPDES  permitting  process  is  to 
prevent  this  kind  of  water  qua  1 ity  deterioration. 
In  addition,  because  groundwater  contamination  from 
blowouts  and  improper  fracturing  is  highly 
unlikely,  this  reference  should  be  deleted. 


sion  linnitations  through  leasing  or  siting 
authorizations. 

43-14  Please  refer  to  Response  25-4  regarding 
the  NSO  stipulation  on  the  Rock  Creek 
ACEC.  Management  of  the  Beaver  Creek 
ACEC  does  not  include  application  of  the 
NSO  stipulation.  The  difference  between 
the  ACECs  which  allows  occupancy  on  Bea- 
ver Creek  is  the  access  to  ridge  tops  present 
on  portions  of  the  ACEC  and  availability  of 
less  severe  slopes.  Mitigations  have  been 
reconnnnended  for  Beaver  Creek  to  protect 
aquatic  habitat,  although  site  characteris- 
tics are  such  that  the  NSO  stipulation  is  con- 
sidered unnecessarily  restrictive.  This  is  not 
the  case  with  Rock  Creek. 

The  additional  acreage  near  Rock  Creek  is 
not  an  expansion  of  the  ACEC  under  the  pre- 
ferred alternative.  It  is  an  area  which 
includes  crucial  elk  winter  range  that  has 
been  impacted  by  deep  gas  well  drilling  on 
Deadline  Ridge.  Studies  funded  by  Exxon 
and  WGFD  have  indicated  an  adverse 
response  by  the  elk  to  drilling  operations 
which,  although  stipulated  with  the  crucial 
winter  range  mitigation  measure,  have 
resulted  in  a  shift  in  elk  distribution.  As 
stated  in  your  Comment  43-12,  the  costs 
incurred  to  shut  down  drilling  for  6  to  8 
months  could  make  development  prohibi- 
tively expensive  and  seriously  compromise 
safety.  This,  for  the  Graphite  2-15  well,  was 
used  as  justification  for  waiving  the  avoid- 
ance period,  and  resulted  in  displacement  of 
elk  on  the  winter  range  in  question.  The  addi- 
tional acreage  has  not  been  specified  for  no 
surface  occupancy;  rather,  a  plan  which 
would  ensure  continued  elk  presence  and 
allow  development,  if  compatible  with  this 
objective,  would  be  prepared  prior  to  further 
leasing.  Exxon  will  have  the  opportunity  to 
assist  in  development  of  the  plan  and  public 
comment  will  be  solicited  by  BLM  prior  to 
plan  authorization. 

43-15  Please  refer  to  the  Proposed  Plan  and 
Responses  25-4,  37-11,  and  40-13. 

43-1 6  A  map  of  the  Graphite  Hollow  area  is  avail- 
able from  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area 
office.  The  Graphite  Hollow  study  area  lies 
north  of  LaBarge  Creek,  south  of  the  USPS 
boundary,  east  of  Sheep  Creek,  and  south- 
west of  a  line  drawn  between  Deadline 
Ridge  and  the  Hogsback  Ridge. 

Data  showing  that  normal  surface  disturb- 
ance requirements  would  not  be  sufficient 
for  this  area  are  provided  in  Response  43-14 
and  the  WGFD  study  of  elk  response  to  deep 
gas  development  on  Riley  Ridge. 
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43-17  Please  refer  to  Appendix  C-1  in  this  doc- 
ument and  Responses  37-17  and  37-18. 

43-18  Refer  to  tlie  Visual  Resource  Manage- 
nnent  maps  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  These 
maps  indicate  the  various  manipulations 
and  class  changes  possible  and  those  pre- 
ferred. The  preferred  alternative  classes 
reflect  both  what  exists  and  what  is  manage- 
able. 

43-19  More  recent  data  for  the  Pinedale  NADP 
site  may  be  obtained  from  the  NADP  Pro- 
gram coordinator's  office  at  the  Natural 
Resources  Ecology  Laboratory  at  Colorado 
State  University  in  Fort  Collins,  Colorado. 
Data  from  the  Glacier  Lakes,  South  Pass, 
and  Sinks  Canyon  sites  (areas  close  to  the 
resource  area)  are  also  available  from  this 
source. 

Although  the  5.60  pH  (carbonic  cycle  bal- 
ance point  for  distilled  water)  is  cited,  the 
text  clearly  states  that  BLM  does  not  con- 
sider rainfall  measured  below  pH  5.60  as 
being  acid  rain. 

Atmospheric  deposition  is  the  more  correct 
and  inclusive  (covering  rainfall,  dry  deposi- 
tion, snow,  sleet,  etc.),  which  has  commonly 
been  termed  "acid  rain"  in  the  popular 
press.  Acid  rain  isonlyonepartof  theatmos- 
pheric  deposition  of  acidifying  substances. 

43-20  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 

43-21  Table  28  has  been  modified  for  the  final 
RMP/EIS.  Please  refer  to  Response  37-6  for 
further  discussion  of  big  game  population 
objectives.  We  hope  this  helps  clarify  the 
nomenclature. 

43-22  The  statistics  referred  to  are  regionally  ori- 
ented rather  than  locally  oriented  to  any  one 
project  area.  Regardless  of  what  local  con- 
struction workers  were  doing,  regional  traf- 
fic patterns  indicate  a  significant  increase  in 
traffic  volume  which  correlates  with  an 
increase  in  the  area  usage. 

43-23  The  reference  has  been  added. 

43-24  Please  refer  to  Response  39-1 1 . 

43-25  Please  see  text  for  changes. 

43-26  Please  refer  to  Response  43-7. 

43-27  Installation  of  H 

2?S  lines  is  evaluated  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  through  a  risk  analysis.  The  intent  is 
not  to  require  analyses  where  they  are  not 
necessary. 

43-28  The  BLM  will  support  the  state  of  Wyo- 
ming in  its  air  quality  permit  previsions. 
Also,  air  quality  impacts  will  be  considered 
in  leasing  actions  and  grants  of  rights-of- 
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way  and  other  siting  activities.  Finally,  spe- 
cific emissions  restrictions  may  be  added  to 
lease  stipulations. 

43-29  Please  see  text  for  changes. 

43-30  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

43-31  Please  see  text  for  changes. 

43-32  Exxon  is  correct;  refer  to  the  errata. 

43-33  Please  refer  to  text  changes. 

43-34  Please  refer  to  text  changes. 

43-35  Please  refer  to  text  changes. 

43-36  We  view  the  problems  of  discharge  water 
and  ground  water  contamination  as  poten- 
tial impacts.  Based  on  our  experience,  it  is 
best  to  identify  potential  impacts  rather  than 
deny  that  they  could  happen. 
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June  19,  1987 


Ms.  Renee  Dana,  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 

Rock  Springs  District  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  1869 

Rock  Springs,  Wyoming  82902-1869 


Dear  Ms.  Dana: 


Following  are  our  comments  concerning  the  Pinedale  Resource 
Area  Draft  EIS  and  Resource  Management  Plan. 

The  BLM  has  used  "no  surface  occupancy"  stipulations 
excessively  throughout  the  entire  Pinedale  Resource  Area  Plan. 
Granted  there  are  many  sensitive  environmental  features  in  the 
Pinedale  Resource  Area,  but  we  believe  the  BLM  could  use  the 
Surface  Disturbance  Mitigation  measures  in  Appendix  C-1  to  handle 
these  features.   The  Surface  Disturbance  Mitigation  are  much  too 
severe  and  it  is  our  belief  the  BLM  has  applied  excessive 
measures  to  oil  and  gas  operations  in  these  guidelines.   We  do 
believe  these  guidelines  should  be  able  to  be  modified  by  the 
authorized  officer  if  he  does  so  in  writing. 

In  your  Pinedale  plan  you  have  taken  authority  which  is  not 
yours  by  stating  all  exceptions  to  the  NSO  stipulations  must  be 
made  only  with  approval  granted  by  the  state  director  through  a 
land  use  plan  amendment.   You  have  changed  the  wording 
significantly  from  the  final  Wyoming  stipulations  which  were 
received  from  the  Wyoming  BLM  state  officel   According  to  the 
state  office,  an  NSO  stipulation  may  be  waived  by  the  state 
director  o£  through  a  land  use  plan  amendment.   We  demand  you 
change  the  wording  back  as  the  state  director  issued  the  final 
Wyoming  stipulations  and  as  stated  above . 

The  Pinedale  planning  team  has  applied  NSO  restrictions  in  a 
more  widespread  manner  in  the  RA  than  Surface  Disturbance 
Mitigation  measures.   The  BLM  was  directed  by  the  Interior  Board 
of  Land  Appeals  (IBLA)  not  to  utilize  this  restrictive 
stipulation  arbitrarily.   The  IBLA's  Robert  G.  Lynn  Decision 
(76  IBLA  383)  requires  the  BLM  to  consider  whether  less 
restrictive  measures  than  No  Surface  Occupancy  would  be 


Response  to  Letter  44 

44-1  Please  see  Appendix  C-1  in  this  document, 
text  changes,  and  Responses  20-1  25-1 ' 
25-2,  25-4,  37-4,  and  37-5. 

44-2  Please  see  Appendix  C-1  in  this  document, 
text  changes,  and  Responses  20-1  25-1 ' 
25-2,  25-4,  37-4,  Ind  37-5. 

44-3  Please  see  Appendix  C-1  in  this  document, 
text  changes,  and  Responses  20-1  25-1 ' 
25-2,  25-4,  37-4,  Ind  37-5. 
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Ms.  Renee  Dana 

Page  2 

June  19,  1997 
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sufficient  to  protect  the  public  interest.   The  IBLA  maintains 
that  an  NSO  stipulation  should  only  be  used  as  a  last  resort  and 
the  necessity  for  such  a  restriction  must  be  documented ,   Your 
planning  documents  do  not  provide  adequate  justification  for  the 
widespread  use  of  the  NSO  stipulation.   Therefore,  you  must  fully 
disclose  your  rationale  for  such  wide  use  of  the  NSO  stipulations 
on  areas  which  could  be  protected  by  less  restrictive  means. 
Your  discussion  on  page  189  which  states  "leasing  the  entire  Rock 
Creek  ACEC  with  a  no  surface  occupancy  provision  will  allow  the 
development  of  an  estimated  1,25  trillion  cubic  feet  of  C02  and 
methane,  depend ing  upon  accessibility"  is  totally  confusing  and 
ludicrous.   Your  document  further  states  access  would  be 
available  only  by  directional  or  off-site  drilling  because  the 
11,000  acres  surrounding  the  ACEC  would  also  be  leased  with  an 
NSO  requirement.   You  also  indicate  that  drilling  distances  into 
the  ACEC  would  be  as  much  as  three  miles.   While  you  did  admit 
that  additional  study  may  show  up  areas  where  occupancy  could 
occur,  it  is  obvious  that  little,  if  any,  production  will  occur 
from  these  deposits  located  within  or  surrounding  the  ACEC.   When 
it  comes  to  whether  the  area  is  or  is  not  available  for 
production  of  carbon  dioxide  or  methane  or  other  petroleum 
components,  you  are  really  blowing  smoke.   We  exhort  you  to  come 
out  in  clear  and  concise  wording  as  to  whether  or  not  production 
of  these  commodities  will  actually  occur  in  this  area. 

If  it  were  not  so  serious,  I  would  say  you  had  to  be  kidding 
rning  your  objective  of  the  Rock  Creek  ACEC  and  protection 
e  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  and  also  the  elk  wintering 

It  is  totally  unbelievable  that  you  must  protect  the 
e  ACEC  with  an  NSO  stipulation  for  purposes  of  maintaining 
mproving  fish  habitat.   Your  implication  that  protection  or 
■vement  of  trout  habitat  requires  over  5200  acres  is  indeed 
sive.   You  also  stipulate  in  your  Mitigating  Measures  that 
tivity  can  take  place  within  500  feet  of  Rock  Creek  —  it 

to  us  the  BLM  has  suitable  mitigation  measures  to  protect 
[ualities  of  the  ACEC  without  resorting  to  an  NSO 
lation. 
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Concerning  an  NSO  application  on  the  11,000  acres  of 
rrounding  elk  winter  range  —  we  strongly  object  to  this  also! 

have  found  in  many  areas  in  the  state  of  Wyoming  that  even  a 
easonal  stipulation"  is  not  necessary  to  protect  winter ing  elk 

and  certainly  an  NSO  is  unbelievable  and  not  necessary  on  the 
,000  acres  of  surrounding  elk  winter  range.   The  BLM  must 
ovide  adequate  justification  that  an  NSO  stipulation  is 
sential  in  an  area  and  you  have  not  done  so.   We  therefore 
mand  you  remove  the  NSO  stipulation.   You  did  not  put  all  of 
ese  various  stipulations  into  tabls  forms  so  that  the  public 


44-4  Please  refer  to  Response  25-4. 

44-5  Please  refer  text  changes,  new  nriaps,  and 
table  revisions. 


Ms .  Renee  Dana 

Page  3 

June  19,  19fl7 

ould  be  able  to  see  what  stipulations  were  put  on  which  land  and 
ow  many  acres  had  stipulations  on  them  --  you  have  become 
experts  at  bamboo zl ing  the  public.   We  once  again  demand  you  put 
these  stipulations  into  table  form  as  required  by  the  BLM 
Supplemental  Planning  Guidance  for  Fluid  Minerals  which  was 
finalized  last  year  and  recently  released  to  the  public  by  the 
BLM  director . 

You  should  also  show  these  stipulations  and  restrictions  on 
map.  It  is  very  confusing  to  have  to  refer  to  the  different 
and  numerous  maps  to  try  and  figure  out  where  the  BLM  intends  to 
apply  certain  stipulations. 

You  also  need  to  show  the  Scab  Creek  proposed  wilderness 
a  as  being  currently  not  accessible  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  — 
Scab  Cteek  is  in  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area  and  therefore  needs 
to  be  included  in  any  tables,  maps,  etc.  which  reflect  land  use 
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bYour  Preferred  Alternative  is  absolutely  not  supportable 
:ause  you  have  not  even  come  close  to  producing  adequate 
jtification  for  the  severe  NSO  restrictions.   You  must 


44-6  Please  refer  to  Response  to  39-5. 

44-7  Please  refer  to  Response  25-8. 

44-8  As  stated  earlier,  the  NSO  provision  was 
applied  when  other  less  stringent  measures 
were  found  insufficient  to  protect  the  iden- 
tified resources.  Documentation  in  support 
of  this  can  be  found  in  the  Analysis  of  the 
Management  Situation  on  file  in  the  Pine- 
dale  Resource  Area  office. 
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Ms.  Renee  Dana 

Page  4 

June  19,  1987 
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completely  redo  your  work  or  provide  total  documentation  for  your 
proposals  so  the  public  will  be  able  to  adequately  evaluate  your 
planning  proposals. 


ROB:cjw 


Bonorable  Malcolm  Wallop 
Honorable  Alan  K.  Simpson 
Honorable  Richard  B.  Cheney 
Robert  P.  Bur  ford 
Biliary  Oden 
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Chevron  U  SA  Inc 

5400  Siiuth  Frddlers  Green  C.tcle.  Englewood.  CO    BOlll.  P  0    Bo<  599,  Denver,  CO    80201 


M,M.  (Lia)  FiBKhe 

Suir  AndTvn 

Legntative  and   Hequlatory  Atlairj 


June  19,  1987 


Draft  RMP/EIS 

Pinedole  Resource  Areq.  Wyoming 


Ms.  Renee  Dona,  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 

Rock  Springs  District  Office 

Eiureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.Box  1869 

Rock  Springs,  WY   82902- 1 869 

Dear  Ms.  Dana: 

Chevron  has  several  major  concerns  about  your  draft  RMP/EIS  for  the  Pinedole  Resource 

One  major  concern  relates  to  your  excessive  use  of  the  Nto  Surface  Occupancy  (NSC) 
stipulation  without  justification.  The  BLM  hos  been  directed  by  the  IBLA  that  it  should 
not  utilize  the  NSO  stipulation  orbitrorily.  IBLA's  Robert  C.  Lynn  decision  (761BLA  383) 
requires  the  BLM  to  consider  whether  measures  that  ore  less  restrictive  than  the  NSO 
slipu  ation  would  be  sufficient  to  protect  the  public  interest.  Both  the  IBLA  and  the  BLM 
Suppementol  Proyam  Guidance  for  Energy  and  Mineral  Resources  direct  that  a  NSO 
stipololion  should  onjj,  be  used  as  a  lost  resort,  and  that  the  necessity  for  such  a 
restriction  must  beTSiumented.  We  do  not  believe  that  your  draft  documents  hove 
justified  the  use  of  the  NSO  stipulation. 

Chevron  does  not  believe  that  the  NSO  stipulation  is  necessary  in  the  Rock  Creek  ACEC 
in  order  to  protect  the  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  habitat,  which  is  the  reason  you 
^".L"?  "^n^t  •';'  "<^''"?  '°,  d^igno'e  this  ACEC.  This  habitat  can  be  protected 
without  a  NSO  stipulation.  The  BLM  states  in  its  Surface  Disturbance  Mitigation  Measure 
thot  no  activity  con  take  place  within  500  feet  of  o  creek.  The  BLM  has  entirely  suitable 
mitigation  measures  to  protect  the  ACEC  areo  without  resorting  to  a  NSO  stipulation. 
We  believe  that  you  are,  contrary  to  the  BLM's  and  IBLA's  directives,  failing  to  utilize 
other  measures  that  would  be  less  restrictive  while  at  the  same  time  protective  of  the 
habitat,  and  that  you  have  not  documented  the  need  for  o  NSO  stipulation  in  this  Oreo. 

Another  problem  we  have  with  your  NSO  stipulation  is  that  all  exceptions  to  the  NSO 
s  ipulotion  may  only  be  mode  with  the  Slate  Director's  approval  by  means  of  a  land  use 
wCILTn^^M"'.;,  />''»  '^Oxi'^T"'  i'  oloMs.  with  information  we  received  from  the 
Wyoming  BLM  Slate  Office.  The  Stole  Office  claims  that 
waived  by  the  Slate  Director  or   through  o  land  use  pla 


NSO  stipulation  may  be 
I  amendment.     We  believe   thai 


,  .     "    .,       ,  "^    : ^«v«..    lu  uuiuiii  uii  excepiion  lo  a  r^-jU  stipulation 

would  needlessly  encumber  and  delay  the  decision-making  process.  It  also  undermines  the 
outhority  of  the  dislricl-level  managers,  who  are  responsible  for  making  this  type  of 
decision  regarding  appropriate  manogement  practices  (or  the  Resource  Area.  The  local 
land  manager  should  be  the  one  to  determine  on  a  case-by-cose  basis  whether  NSO 
restrictions  are  necessary,  and  if  they  ore  not,  then  such  manager  could  expeditiously 
grant  a  waiver,  without  the  complicated  procedure  described  in  the  plan. 


Nortliem  Region  -   Exploralion,  Ljni)  and  Productio 


Response  to  Letter  45 

45-1  Please  refer  to  Appendix  C-1  in  this  docu- 
ment and  Responses  20-1,  25-1,  25-1,  25-4, 
37-4,  and  37-5. 

45-2  The  ACEC  in  Rock  Creek  has  been  desig- 
nated since  1982.  The  RMP/EIS  does  not 
alter  this  designation,  but  does  further 
define  the  management  prescriptions  for 
the  area.  A  current  management  prescrip- 
tion for  the  area  is  no  leasing  rather  than 
NSO.  The  recommendations  in  the  Pre- 
ferred Alternative  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  are 
to  change  this  decision  to  NSO.  Less  restric- 
tive measures  were  analyzed  and  docu- 
mented in  the  Analysis  of  the  Management 
Situation  on  file  in  the  Pinedale  Resource 
Area  office. 

45-3  Please  refer  to  Response  20-1 . 
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Ms.  Renee  Darn 


June  19,  1987 


Furthermore,  the  use  of  the  NSO  stipulation  in  the  Rock  Creek  ACEC  as  well  as  the 
surrounding  I  1,000  acres  amounts  to  an  illegal  withdrawal  of  those  lands  from  oil  and  gas 
leasing  and  activity.  Contrary  to  your  assertion  on  page  66,  Chevron  does  not  believe  that 
it  would  be  possible  to  develop  most  of  the  2,300  acres  of  high  gas  potential  within  this 
ACEC  by  directional  drilling.  No  area  thot  size  could  be  directionally  drilled.  The  draft 
RMP/EIS  does  not  provide  any  evidence  to  support  your  directional  drilling  claim,  which 
we  believe  is  erroneous. 

n  addition,  we  strongly  object  to  the  use  of  the  NSO  stipulotion  on  the  I  1,000  acres  of  elk 
A/inter  range  that  surround  the  proposed  Rock  Creek  ACEC.  This  requirement  is  totally 
jnnecessary  and  unjustifiable  because  a  seasonal  stipulation  would  fully  protect  wintering 
elk.  Again,  you  have  failed  to  utilize  a  sufficient  measure  less  restrictive  than  o  NSO 
stipulation,  and  have  not  justified  the  necessary  for  using  the  NSO  stipulation. 

Regarding  the  proposed  designation  of  the  Rock  Creek  and  the  Beaver  Creek  ACEC, 
Chevron  believes  thot  you  ore  obligated  to  explain  your  decision  to  propose  the 
designation  of  these  areas  as  ACEC,  in  accordance  with  BLM  Instruction  Memorandum 
No.  86-?99,' which  expires  on  September  30,  1987,  from  the  BLM  Director  to  the 
Directorate,  WO  Division  Chiefs,  and  AFO's,  entitled  "Achieving  a  Consistent  Approach 
Bureauwide  to  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  Designotion  in  Resource 
Monagement  Planning."  Enclosure  2  that  accompanied  that  Instruction  Memorandum 
stated  on  page  k  that  "The  analysis  in  the  RMP  and  associated  EIS  (should  show)  ...  the 
substantive  evaluation  and  review  made  during  plan  preparation  and  the  magnitude  of 
study/priority  afforded  to  ACEC  designations."  It  also  states  that  "The  RMP  document 
should  clearly  explain  decisions  to  designate  ACECs."  Chevron  questions  whether  these 
areas  qualify  as  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern.  Without  documentation  in  the 
draft  RMP/EIS,  we  cannot  comment  on  whether  we  agree  or  disagree  with  your  reasoning, 
or  point  out  an  ACEC  issue  that  you  may  hove  overlooked.  Chevron  believes  that  the 
droft  RMP/EIS  is  deficient  because  you  have  not  explained  your  decision  to  propose  the 
designation  of  the  two  ACEC. 

Another  area  of  concern  is  your  reference  on  pages  ^8  and  260  under  the  air  quality 
discussions,  of  air  quality  protection  measures,  and  yet  none  are  stated.  We  are 
particularly  concerned  about  these  in  regards  to  rights-of-way,  which  are  referred  to  on 
page  260.  We  need  to  know  specifically  whot  you  have  in  mind.  We  are  uncomfortable 
with  your  uncleor  discussion  of  air  quality  protection  because  the  State  of  Wyoming  has 
the  responsibility  for  regulating  air  emissions,  not  the  BLM.  We  realize  that  you  must 
coordinate  your  plans  with  the  State  in  this  areo,  but  the  BLM  should  not  duplicate  the 
State's  efforts  to  regulate  air  emissions. 

An  additional  air  quality  problem  is  located  on  page  79,  in  Table  13.  The  total  acres  add 
up  to  1,618,000  in  this  table,  and  yet  on  page  1,  you  stote  that  the  Pinedole  Resource  Area 
consists  of  931,000  federal  surface  acres,   1,185,000  federal  mineral  acres,  with  919,000 

iS  contoining  both  federal  surface  and  minerals.  This  results  in  a  total  of  1,197,000 
federol   acres  containing   federol   minerals  and/or  surface.     Therefore,  you  somehow  are 

ming  jurisdiction  over  421,000  nonfederal  acres.  This  needs  to  be  clarified.  If  you 
broadly  applied  these  visual  resource  monogement  classifications  to  alt  lands  within  the 
Resource  Area,  then  this  should  be  explained,  as  well  as  the  fact  that  the  BLM  does  not 
hove  the  authority  to  enforce  such  restrictions  on  private  landowners. 

9  Another  inaccuracy  that  should  be  corrected  is  on  page  69,  Table  7,  where  it  states  that 
under   the  Preferred   Alternative  and  Alternative  B   there  are  zero  acres  that  are  not 
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available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing.  This  is  not  true,  because  both  the  Scab  Creek  and  Lake 
Mountain  Wilderness  Study  Areas  are  off-limits  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  under  the  interim 
wilderness  management  policy  until  Congress  decides  their  future.  This  should  should  be 
corrected  to  reflect  this. 

We  also  request  that  your  plan  include  a  composite  display  of  the  vorious  restrictions. 
This  particular  display  of  information  is  required  by  the  BLM  Supplemental  Planning 
Guidance  for  Fluid  Minerals  which  was  finalized  last  year  and  recently  released  to  the 
public  by  the  BLM  Director.  The  purpose  of  such  o  display  is  to  help  the  public  ond  others 
to  determine  the  decisions  reflected  in  the  plan.  It  is  extremely  difficult  for  the  public  to 
have  to  go  through  the  Pinedole  DEIS  page  by  page  in  an  effort  to  add  up  oil  the  different 
occess  restrictions  categories,  especially  when  they  do  not  add  up  properly.  We  strong 
recommend  that  the  BLM  include  a  toble  in  the  Final  EIS  which  denotes  how  many  ocres 
are  subject  to  closures,  NSO  stipulations,  Surface  Disturbance  Mitigation  measures, 
seasonal  restrictions  and  standard  operating  procedures.  The  table  should  provide  this 
information  by  alternative.  Such  information  would  facilitate  the  public's  efforts  to 
determine  exactly  how  each  alternative  effects  access  and  ovoilobility  for  oil  and  gas 
activities. 

Additionally,  these  stipulations  and  constraints  should  be  reflected  on  one  map.  It  is 
confusing  to  have  to  refer  to  numerous  mops  to  determine  where  the  BLM  intends  to  opply 
certain  stipulations.  With  regard  to  seasonal  constraints,  the  BLM  could  portroy  them  in 
blocks  according  to  the  time  frames  involved.  Regardless  of  how  it  is  portrayed,  however, 
this  type  of  information  is  critically  important  to  the  public  because  without  it  the 
planning  documents  mean  little.  Of  particular  importance  is  the  ability  of  the  public  to 
determine  whether  the  seasonal  stipulations  overlap  in  such  a  manner  as  to  essentially 
preclude  any  type  of  access  to  a  given  area.  If  such  is  the  case,  the  BLM  should  identify 
those  areas  as  being  severely  constrained. 

In  conclusion.  Chevron  does  not  support  the  adoption  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  or  any 
of  the  alternatives,  because  we  do  not  believe  that  your  draft  RMP/EIS  contains  adequate 
justificotion  for  the  NSO  restrictions  or  the  proposed  ACEC  designations.  We  recommend 
that  the  BLM  provide  the  public  with  this  additional  documentation  in  order  to  justify 
your  decisions  and  to  oilow  the  public  to  comment  on  them. 


Sin 


■rely  yours, 


-^iWl^ 


M.  M.  (Lisa)Fle5che 


45-4  The  NSO  stipulation  does  not  constitute  a 
withdrawal.  Oil  and  gas  leasing  is  a  discre- 
tionary action  authorized  under  the  Mineral 
Leasing  Act.  Land  use  plans  provide  the 
parameters  of  what  would  be  leased,  would 
not  be  leased,  and  what  protective  measures 
would  be  necessary.  These  actions  are  not 
the  same  as  a  withdrawal. 

The  2,300  acres  of  high  gas  potential  does 
not  lie  within  the  center  of  the  surrounding 
1 1 ,000  acres.  It  actually  lies  along  the  north 
and  east  parameters  and  can  be  accessed 
within  less  than  one  mile,  which  has  been 
proven  as  an  effective  distance  for  direc- 
tional drilling.  More  detailed  information 
concerning  this  area  is  on  file  in  the  Pine- 
dale  Resource  Area  office.  Please  refer  to 
Response  37-11. 

45-5  Please  refer  to  Response  25-1. 

45-6  Please  refer  to  Responses  43-4  and  45-2. 
The  evaluation  of  Beaver  Creek  for  ACEC 
designation  was  completed  in  accordance 
with  BLM  Manual  1617.8.  This  information 
is  In  the  Analysis  of  the  Management  Situ- 
ation on  file  in  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area 
office.  The  analysis  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  de- 
scribes the  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Plan  rel- 
ative to  designating  the  ACEC  and  the  pur- 
poses for  which  the  ACEC  is  being 
proposed  for  designation. 

45-7  Our  goal  is  to  maintain  or  improve  air  qual- 
ity, and  this  method  could  be  just  one  means 
of  achieving  our  objective. 

The  BLM  as  a  federal  land  manager  is  leg- 
islated to  support  federal  and  state  air  qual- 
ity regulations  and  goals.  Also,  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  Management  Act  requires  BLM 
to  not  allow  undue  air  quality  degradation 
on  the  public  lands.  It  is  both  within  the 
authority  and  responsibility  of  the  Bureau  to 
add  air  pollutant  emissions  stipulations  to 
lease  stipulations  and  grants  of  rights-of- 
way  as  they  are  appropriate.  These  stipula- 
tions are  and  will  be  coordinated  with  the 
state  of  Wyoming,  so  that  state  air  regula- 
tions and  programs  are  supported.  In  the 
issuance  of  leases,  rights-of-way,  and  other 
siting  authorizations  on  public  lands,  BLM 
has  both  the  responsibility  and  authority  to 
stipulate  emissions  restrictions  as  sup- 
ported by  technical  analyses  and  federal 
laws. 

45-8  Please  refer  to  Response  25-8.  The  table  on 
page  79  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  includes  pri- 
vate lands.  While  these  acreages  do  not 
relate  to  surface  or  minerals  management, 
they  do  have  a  bearing  on  impacts,  as  in  the 
case  of  visual  resources.  The  apparent  acre- 
age discrepancies  you  point  out  are  due  to 
the  addition  of  private  lands. 


176 


45-9  Please  refer  to  Response  25-7  regarding 
the  Scab  Creek  WSA.  Scab  Creek  was  an 
Instant  Study  Area  for  wilderness.  The  alter- 
natives describe  the  management  of  WSAs 
if  Congress  decides  not  to  designate  the 
area  as  wilderness  so  that  multiple  use  man- 
agement can  begin  immediately  aftera  Con- 
gressional decision.  It  is  true  that,  under 
Interim  Management,  WSAs  are  not  avail- 
able for  oil  and  gas  leasing.  However,  the 
"zero"  acres  figure  for  acres  that  are  unavail- 
able for  oil  and  gas  leasing  applies  only  if 
and  when  Congress  decides  not  to  desig- 
nate the  areas  as  wilderness.  That  decision 
is  not  the  subject  of  this  RMP/EIS  or  plan- 
ning process.  If  Congressdecidesnottodes- 
ignate  either  of  the  areas  as  wilderness,  all 
of  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area  would  be 
available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  under  Alter- 
native B. 

45-10  Please  refer  to  new  maps  and  revised 
tables. 
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JuMe    19.    ;987 
Juan  Leadct 

P.O.    BoK    1669 

Rock  SplA.ngi,   WV       S2902-n69 

VzoA  S<a: 

LongViee  T<j7tbeA  wouZd  t^kz  to  iubm<,f  thz   {jOttovujnQ  cormznti,  on  Oie  dnxi^t 
EnvOiomcntaZ  Impact  StaXzmznX  ioi  tkz  Pimdatz  Rzaouacz  MajmgzimnX  PZnn. 

AiXhoagh  Fc"ic.4<;  Management  occupies  a  nUnuXz  poiXi-on  o^  thz  totaX  acACJigz 
coni-ufeAed  -en  the  plan,  it  S€€;n4  to  have  the  gie/xteit  impact  on  othzA 
xzbouAceA  and  iA,  the  leoit  undeAitood.     In  pte^ent  cond<XA.on  the  ^oieAtid 
acfie£Lqz  -C6  compAM^ed  0|S  oveAmatwie,  decadent  txmbeA  itandjs  Mcth  a  kigh 
late  oi  moitalxty.      P^opeA  managejnent  mould  ^^XuAn  tiiue  oAe/ii  to  heaZtlxy, 
vigoxoiu  (^oie^t.     VeX  the  teAm  tokich  haA  become  njnonymou^  Mlth  f,o^eit 
managejnent  ii  "mttigation  meRAuAe^" . 

OuA  conceAn  oven,  "mitigation  meoiu/iei"  ■ci  we££  (founded  4-cnce  the  iiAdt 
tunbeA  bate  bought  by  longtAee  T-unben  wwi  a  W-^  bate  and  wtw  appexiled 
and  withdioMn  becatae  o^  the  tack  o^  ioitdtiie  mit<.gaJxon  meoiuAei.     Jt 
i«i4  iAonA^c  that  nexX  to  two  o^  tiie  cutting  unitA,   con&tAucXion  o^  a  pipe- 
tine  with  a  wide  ttght  o^  way  and  heavy  eqiUpment  uxis  aXZowed  to  continue 
iMithout  beveAz  eZk  habf^taX  dX^tuAbance.     We  cannot  withdAou)  ^oieAt  man- 
agement actxvitiet  6*mpty  because  iX  efi(,e.cX-i  otheA  le^ouAczi.     Timben 
haAvziting  pfiovidzi  voAied  btands    [vigofiou-b  and  heatMiy  v6  d-cieoicd  and 
decadent) ,  <.ncAea.6ed  food  &ouAce  and  wiXhin  a  6ho>it  time,  moKe  e^^ective 
hiding  covqa. 

Ii^  loadd  uAed  to  acce^A  ^imfaeA  ate  oj  conceAn  then  obtiXeAate  them  a^tZA 
management  acXXviXy  -   J^  hiding  coveA  iA  o^  conceAn  then  withdAow  hunting 
activity  ijiom  the  oAea.  until  ^egeneAoXion  ii>  iuULy  e^tabliAhcd  and  becuAity 
•C4  ptovided.     OveAmatuAe  itandb  o^  lodgepote  pine  can  laAety  pxovidz  hxding 
coveA  gfieateA  than  a  heattiiy  managed  btand. 

Mitigatcon  memuAe^  loweA  the  value  o^  timbeA  and  iJoAce  a*  to  manage  on 
the  cAi6i6  level  o^  iolvage  iole^  AotheA  tliat  continuou6  notation  and 
ioitained  yieJLd  baj>iA. 


Response  to  Letter  46 

Your  concerns  on  "mitigation  measures"  have 
been  noted  and  considered  in  the  preparation  of 
the  Proposed  Plan. 
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U  ii  LongViae.  ToiibM'4  inttnt  to  corttime  to  bui;  tonijM  and  ma«u<ac-tiwe 
&mbe/i  oi  tons  <"   t*"C  A<ton  '^cM  icma^nj  a  uulb£e  opMation.      TimbM 
aulUUblUty  ii  a.  ml)01  conceAn  and  thz  6LM  doti  pU:/  an  iMpot-tant  lolt 
in  OM  op^AoZion.     Be  MoaU  likt  to  see  irUtnie  manligmoU  in  oldvi  to 
pKovuiz  iecute  jobi  and  dtneZopt  a  p/toduciiue  hvUihy  iontit. 


S-tMCCAe£t/, 


-M^^-oA/ 


John  SchmidX 


JS/gt 


Amoco  Production  Company 

1$T0Bro«O«a¥ 


Neil  W  Allen 
Hegionaf  Eiv.rof 
Sar«tv  and  Unii.j 


June  18,  1987 


Mr.  DeLon  Potter,  Area  Manager 
Pinedale  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  768 
Pinedale,  WY  82941 

File:   NWA-292-031 

Pinedale  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 

Amoco  Production  Company,  a  wholly  owned  subsidiary  of 
Amoco  Corporation,  is  incorporated  for  the  purpose  of 
exploring  for  and  developing  oil  and  gas  resources.   We 
have  both  operations  and  leasehold  within  the  boundaries 
of  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area,  and  as  a  result,  have  great 
interest  in  the  subject  draft  Management  Plan  and  DEIS. 
Amoco  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
document. 

Amoco's  review  of  the  draft  DEIS  and  Management  Plan  indi- 
cate a  large  amount  of  withdrawals,  especially  through  the 
use  of  extensive  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations.   This 
management  approach  appears  evident  in  all  alternatives 
presented.   To  institute  this  type  of  management,  regard- 
less of  alternative,  is  cause  for  concern  especially  when 
one  considers  the  importance  natural  resource  development 
has  meant  to  the  Resource  Area.   The  Pinedale  Resource 
Area  has  historically  experienced  oil  and  gas  exploration 
and  development  since  the  1920's.   In  fact,  the  document 
states  there  are  over  1,000  existing  wells  that  are  located 
within  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area.   With  the  amount  of 
existing  oil  and  gas  production  in  the  area  and  the  high 
potential  for  future  reserves,  it  does  not  appear  to  be 
sound  policy  to  restrict  areas  of  land  from  future  develop- 
ment.  While  we  understand  the  need  to  balance  resources 
with  one  another,  land  withdrawals  are  not  the  answer. 
Effective  land  management  can  be  better  facilitated  using 
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47-1  The  application  of  a  No  Surface  Occu- 
pancy stipulation  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  does 
notconstituteawithdrawal.  Oil  and  gas  leas- 
ing is  a  discretionary  action  authorized 
under  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act. 
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Mi.  DeLon  Potter 
June  18,  1987 
Page  2 


flexible  policies  which  cein  consider  modification  in  manage- 
ment guidelines  when  it  can  be  justified.  The  use  of  no 
surface  occupancy  eliminates  this  option. 

It  is  acltnowledged  that  the  Pinedale  Resource  Area  contains 
some  areas  where  special  consideration  and  protection  for 
sensitive  values  should  be  pursued.   However,  it  appears 
that  surface  disturbance  mitigating  measures  contained  in 
Appendix  C-1  are  more  than  adequate  to  provide  protection. 
The  proposed  use  of  no  surface  occupancy  (NSO)  will  discourage 
and  likely  eliminate  evaluating  potential  mineral  resources 
where  the  restriction  exists.   A  more  flexible  policy  would 
be  allowing  a  project  proponent  to  submit  a  plan  of  operation 
to  BLM  for  a  determination  whether  special  values  of  the  area 
can  be  maintained  if  the  proposal  was  approved.   Further 
language  could  be  included  in  the  lease  that  surface  occupancy 
within  the  area  will  be  strictly  controlled  and  that  project 
plans  by  an  applicant  must  be  satisfactory  to  the  BLM  for 
the  protection  of  the  special  values  and  existing  and  planned 
uses.   This  approach  is  much  more  flexible  in  terms  of 
encouraging  mineral  activities  and  ensuring  integrity  of 
special  management  areas  is  maintained.   Amoco  recommends 
this  be  applied  to  the  elk  feed  grounds,  aquatic  habitat, 
recreation  areas,  and  the  1/4  mile  buffer  for  significant 
historic  trails  where  no  surface  occupancy  guidelines  exist. 

As  stated  above,  the  "Wyoming  Standard  Mitigation  Measures" 
contained  in  Appendix  C-1  are  more  than  adequate  to  ensure 
protection  of  certain  resources.   However,  in  some  instances 
they  are  also  excessive.   While  we  acknowledge  that  modifica- 
tions to  the  stipulations  can  be  authorized,  waivers  may 
be  a  necessary  and  constant  process  in  the  Resource  Area. 
For  example,  limiting  construction  to  periods  when  the 
ground  is  unfrozen  or  unsaturated  with  moisture  limits 
this  activity  to  only  a  few  months  in  the  Resource  Area. 
This  will  be  difficult  for  many  operators  to  accept  with 
pending  lease  obligations  or  budgetary  constraints.   Also, 
not  allowing  activity  on  slopes  in  excess  of  25  percent 
is  restrictive.   The  Forest  Service  has  a  similar  stipula- 
tion, but  the  factor  is  40  percent.   There  are  demonstrated 
examples  of  successful  construction,  use,  and  reclamation 
of  Forest  Service  lands  where  slopes  in  excess  of  25  percent 
have  been  encountered.   Since  these  stipulations  are  state- 
wide policy,  we  will  continue  to  work  with  the  state  office 
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to  express  our  concerns.   In  the  interim,  we  ask  the 
Resource  Area  staff  be  responsive  to  waiver  requests  to 
these  stipulations. 

Since  we  believe  waivers  to  stipulations  will  be  a  fre- 
quent necessity,  a  concern  exists  relative  to  how  this 
procedure  will  be  pursued  by  BLM.   The  document  indicates 
that  an  amendment  to  the  plan  is  necessary  in  the  event  a 
request  for  waiving  a  stipulation  is  received.   We  do  not 
believe  this  process  is  necessary  due  to  the  fact  that  the 
public  IS  currently  involved  in  the  planning  process  and 
will  have  conunented  on  the  protective  measures  outlined  in 
the  document  and  the  provision  for  granting  a  waiver.   It 
should  be  the  agency's  responsibility  to  determine  through 
an  applicant's  proposal  whether  the  activity  can  be  conducted 
that  will  not  conflict  with  management  criteria  established 
for  a  given  area.   To  repeatedly  involve  the  public  in 
this  process  could  significantly  delay  and  complicate  the 
evaluation  process. 

On  page  189  there  appears  a  discrepancy  dealing  with  an 
ACEC  and  the  level  of  development  that  could  be  expected. 
This  document  states  that  "leasing  the  entire  Rock  Creek 
ACEC  with  a  no  surface  occupancy  provision  would  allow  the 
development  of  an  estimated  1.25  trillion  cubic  feet  of 
C02  and  methane  depending  on  accessibility."  We  are  some- 
what confused  by  this  statement  since  BLM  proposes  to 
lease  11,000  acres  surrounding  the  ACEC  with  a  no  surface 
occupancy  requirement-   BLM  further  states  that  drilling 
into  the  ACEC  using  directional  techniques  would  be  as 
much  as  three  miles.   Directional  drilling  is  not  only 
time  consuming  and  more  expensive,  but  its  feasibility  is 
dictated  by  geological  factors.   To  assume  directional 
drilling  is  feasible,  especially  from  the  distance  indi- 
cated, is  not  justified.   It  is  much  more  accurate  to 
state  the  unknowns  associated  with  proceeding  with  direc- 
tional drilling  in  the  area  would  likely  discourage 
operators  from  accepting  leases.   As  a  result,  production 
would  never  be  realized.   It  is  our  recommendation  this 
discrepancy  be  corrected. 

Two  aspects  of  managing  the  Rock  Creek  ACEC  which  are  cause 
for  concern  is  the  manner  cut  throat  trout  habitat  and  elk 
winter  range  are  to  be  managed.   It  is  difficult  to  accept 
production  or  improvement  of  aquatic  habitat  requiring 
5,200  acres  of  no  surface  occupancy.   The  BLM  already  has 


47-2  Less  stringent  mitigation  measures,  such 
as  the  surface  disturbance  mitigation  mea- 
sures to  protect  resource  values,  were  ana- 
lyzed. Where  less  stringent  measures  pro- 
vided for  resource  protection  in  accordance 
with  resource  objectives,  these  measures 
were  applied.  Where  such  measures  were 
not  sufficient  to  meet  resource  objectives, 
more  stringent  measures  such  as  the  NSO 
would  be  applied. 

47-3  Modification  to  standard  mitigating  mea- 
sures is  provided  as  described  in  Appendix 
C-1  in  this  document.  Modification  can  be 
accomplished  through  environmental  analy- 
sis of  plans  of  development,  plans  of  oper- 
ation, applications  for  permit  to  drill,  etc., 
provided  that  adverse  affects  to  the  area  or 
condition  of  concern  will  be  mitigated  or 
avoided. 

The  25  percent  slope  restriction  is  statewide 
guidance.  It  does  not  preclude  development 
or  activities  on  slopes  greater  than  25  per- 
cent. It  does  require,  however,  an  accept- 
able plan  for  mitigation  of  anticipated 
impacts.  Should  environmental  analysis  of 
plans  of  development,  plans  of  operation,  ap- 
plication for  permit  to  drill,  etc.,  reveal  that 
measures  would  be  undertaken  that  would 
mitigate  or  avoid  adverse  impacts,  such 
activity  could  be  allowed. 

Please  note  Response  45-1. 

47-4  Please  refer  to  text  changes  and  Response 
25-4. 

47-5  Refer  to  Responses  25-4,  43-14,  and  43-16 
for  discussion  on  the  Rock  Creek  ACEC,  the 
Graphite  Hollow  evaluation,  and  the  NSO 
stipulation. 
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Mr.  DeLon  Potter 
June  18,  1987 
Page  4 


a  stipulation  that  does  not  allow  surface  disturbance  within 
500  feet  of  surface  water  or  riparian  areas  (Appendix  C-1). 
This  stipulation  should  be  adequate  to  protect  aquatic 
habitat  without  using  extensive  no  surface  occupancy  stipu- 
lations.  The  same  can  be  said  for  the  use  of  11,000  acres 
of  NSO  on  the  surrounding  elk  winter  range.   Again,  a  stipu- 
lation shown  in  Appendix  C-1  restricts  activities  on  a 
seasonal  basis  in  habitat  being  used  by  the  particular 
species.   In  some  cases,  the  range  may  not  be  used  every 
year  by  the  animals.   To  eliminate  the  use  of  the  lands  in 
such  a  restrictive  manner  is  not  justified.   Our  position 
on  the  elk  winter  range  NSO  stipulation  is  further  enforced 
by  the  statement  contained  in  Appendix  J  that  research  on 
the  effects  of  oil  and  gas  activity  on  big  game  is  inconclu- 
sive.  Despite  this  observation  by  BLM,  the  remainder  of 
the  appendix  presents  a  very  negative  impact  scenario  from 
oil  and  gas  activities.   Even  then,  the  context  of  this 
analysis  emphasizes  more  "possible"  than  "probable"  impacts. 
With  the  amount  of  unknowns  associated  with  this  issue,  we 
request  the  BLM  remove  the  no  surface  occupancy  stipulation 
in  the  ACEC  for  aquatic  and  elk  habitat.   Almost  half  of 
the  ACEC  IS  rated  for  high  potential  oil  and  gas.   These 
restrictions  will  cause  great  difficulty  in  determining 
whether  this  assessment  is  accurate. 

In  conclusion,  Amoco  cannot  support  the  adoption  of  any 
alternative  presented  because  the  impact  analysis  for  oil 
and  gas  activities  is  overstated  and  does  not  include  con- 
clusive data  to  support  the  no  surface  occupancy  restric- 
tions proposed  in  the  document.   Further,  our  concern 
with  the  standard  stipulations  and  the  complicated  waiver 
procedure  enforces  our  position  that  oil  and  gas  operations 
will  be  constrained  in  certain  areas  of  the  Resource  Area 
if  this  plan  is  implemented.   Amoco  requests  that  our 
comments  and  recommendations  receive  serious  consideration 
prior  to  finalizing  any  planning  alternative. 

Thank  you  for  considering  our  comments  to  the  Pinedale 
Resource  Management  Plan. 


DRB/cah/mlm 
LTR783 


47-6  Additional  data  to  support  the  No  Surface 
Occupancy  recommendation  is  in  the  Anal- 
ysis of  the  Management  Situation  on  file  in 
the  Pinedale  Resource  Area  office. 

The  impact  analysis  was  based  on  the  best 
available  data.  Should  additional  data  indi- 
cate that  impacts  are  greater  or  less,  the 
impact  analysis  could  be  modified. 

Please  refer  to  Responses  20-1  and  47-3  con- 
cerning waivers  of  mitigating  measures. 
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OPEN  HOUSES 

Four  open  houses  were  held  following  publica- 
tion of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  The  first  was  held  in 
LaBarge  on  April  1,  1987.  The  second  was  held 
in  Big  Piney  on  April  3,  1987.  The  third  and  fourth 
open  houses  were  held  in  Pinedale  on  April  7, 
1987,  and  April  20,  1987. 

The  comments  provided  are  summarized.  Com- 
ments received  at  the  open  houses  were  assigned 
numbers  sequentially,  starting  with  number  48.  A 
public  hearing  was  held  on  April  29, 1987,  in  Pine- 
dale.  Six  people  attended;  however,  no  one 
wished  to  give  formal  testimony.  The  hearing 
closed  at  7:30  p.m.  and  was  followed  by  informal 
discussion.  The  concerns  mentioned  were  similar 
to  those  addressed  at  the  open  houses. 


LaBarge  Open  House 

At  the  open  house  in  LaBarge,  the  major  con- 
cerns were  in  relation  to  livestock  grazing. 


Comment  50 

Riparian  areas  and  the  proposed  management 
for  those  areas  should  be  better  defined. 


Response  to  Comment  50 

Please  refer  to  Response  4-9  and  the  various 
management  actions  in  the  Proposed  Plan  foralkl 
activities  relating  to  riparian  areas. 


Comment  51 

Rangeland  monitoring  should  include  actual 
use  numbers. 


Response  to  Comment  51 

A  range  monitoring  program  will  begin  upon 
completion  of  the  RMP.  Monitoring  plans  will  be 
coordinated  with  livestock  users  and  a  method  of 
determining  actual  use  will  be  developed. 


Comment  48 

Concerns  were  identified  that  apparent  prefer- 
ential treatment  of  wildlife  and  recreation  uses 
would  occur  over  livestock  grazing. 


Comment  52 

Wildlife  numbers  should  be  established  by  the 
BLM  and  provided  to  the  Wyoming  Game  and 
Fish  Department. 


Response  to  Comment  48 

The  resource  management  plan  keyed  on 
issues  and  concerns  identified  by  the  public  and 
other  agencies.  Wildlife  conflicts  were  a  frequent 
concern  and  thus  incorporated  into  the  issues 
and  resulting  resource  allocations. 

The  issues  indicated  that  the  conflicts  concern- 
ing wildlife  and  recreation  uses  needed  attention. 
This  does  not  constitute  preferential  treatment. 
Land  use  recommendations  are  made  upon  the 
principles  of  multiple  use. 


Comment  49 

Monies  should  be  directed  toward  range 
improvements  instead  of  in  the  preparation  of  the 
RMP/EIS. 


Response  to  Comment  49 

Please  refer  to  Response  4-11. 


Response  to  Comment  52 

The  BLM  is  responsible  for  habitat  manage- 
ment, and  the  establishment  of  wildlife  numbers 
is  a  responsibility  of  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish 
Department.  The  BLM  provides  input  and  com- 
ments to  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Depart- 
ment. Please  refer  to  Response  11-4. 


Comment  53 

The  data  concerning  wildlife  ranges,  particu- 
larly winter  ranges,  were  not  correct. 


Response  to  Comment  53 

The  data  utilized  was  the  most  current  available 
at  the  time  of  formulating  the  RMP.  Please  see 
changes  in  the  text  for  the  latest  data  concerning 
wildlife  ranges,  which  is  provided  by  the  Wyoming 
Game  and  Fish  Department. 
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Big  Piney  Open  House 

At  the  open  house  in  Big  Piney,  concerns  dealt 
with  a  variety  of  topics. 


Comment  58 

The  deer  numbers  in  the  Sublette  herd  unit 
should  be  clarified. 


Comment  54 

Concerns  were  raised  over  the  ORV  open  area 
proposed  for  the  Stuart  Point,  Mount  Airy  area, 
and  the  conflicts  that  could  occur  with  watershed, 
livestock,  and  wildlife  values. 


Response  to  Comment  54 

A  management  plan  will  be  prepared  specifi- 
cally to  address  the  conflicts  identified. 


Comment  55 

Livestock  operators  in  the  Mesa  area  were  con- 
cerned that  with  an  ORV  seasonal  closure  from 
November  15  through  April  30.  There  would  not 
be  sufficient  time  to  repair  fences  and  turn  on 
water  developments  prior  to  allowing  livestock 
use  May  1. 


Response  to  Comment  58 

Please  note  the  changes  in  the  text. 

Comment  59 

Concerns  were  identified  with  the  limiting  of 
ORVs  to  existing  roads  and  trails  in  the  desert 
area.  The  area  receives  very  little  use  and  impacts 
are  minimal. 

Response  to  Comment  59 

Please  note  the  changes  in  the  text. 

Comment  60 

The  LaBarge  horse  herd  should  be  retained  for 
those  who  enjoy  seeing  them. 


Response  to  Comment  55 

Please  refer  to  Response  17-3. 


Response  to  Comment  60 

Please  refer  to  Response  10. 


Comment  56 

Concerns  were  raised  regarding  the  application 
of  ORV  restrictions  to  private  lands. 


Comment  61 

Riparian  areas  need  further  definition  and  clar- 
ification. 


Response  to  Comment  56 

ORV  restrictions  apply  only  to  lands  adminis- 
tered by  the  BLM. 


Comment  57 

Concern  over  the  number  of  acres  identified  for 
surface  disturbance  impacts  was  raised. 


Response  to  Comment  61 

Please  refer  to  Response  4-9  and  text  changes. 

Comment  62 

Another  concern  dealt  with  the  means  of  con- 
ducting rangeland  monitoring,  particularly,  the 
determination  of  livestock  use.  It  was  recom- 
mended that  actual  use  numbers  be  utilized. 


Response  to  Comment  57 

Please  refer  to  Response  41-5. 


Response  to  Comment  62 

Please  refer  to  Response  51. 
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Comment  63 

Concerns  were  raised  at  the  open  house  in  Pine- 
dale  on  April  7, 1987,  that  in  the  objective  defined 
forwildlife,  BLM  was  not  allowing  enough  flexibil- 
ity in  the  management  of  wildlife  habitat. 


Response  to  Comment  63 

The  text  has  been  modified  to  reflect  the  need 
for  flexibility  in  management  of  wildlife  habitat  to 
achieve  wildlife  numbers. 


Comment  64 

Comments  were  provided  concerning  land  dis- 
posals. Some  people  felt  that  some  of  the  parcels 
identified  would  be  better  left  in  federal  owner- 
ship and  others  identified  areas  they  would  like 
to  acquire.  Conflicts  were  identified  between  the 
parcels  of  concern. 


Response  to  Comment  64 

The  text  has  been  modified  to  clarify  which  par- 
cels are  available  for  disposal  consideration. 
Please  also  refer  to  Response  3. 


Other  Open  Houses 

The  open  house  on  April  20,  1987  was  attended 
only  by  representatives  of  the  Wyoming  Game 
and  Fish  Department.  Subsequently,  their  con- 
cerns were  submitted  in  writing  (see  responses  to 
letter  37). 


ERRATA 

Table  57  includes  corrections  and  changes 
made  to  sections  of  the  the  draft  RMP/EIS  that  are 
not  published  in  the  final  RMP/EIS. 


TABLE  57 
ERRATA 


Page 


Column 


Paragraph 


Line 


Remarks 


11 

2 

3 

14 

2 

2 

5 

14 

5 

4 

6 

47 

2 

after  pp  1 

Delete  second  sentence. 

Change  "life"  to  "live." 

Change  "Morth"  to  "North." 

Add:  Surface  disturbance  is  characterized 
by  the  removal  of  vegetative  cover  and  soil 
materials.  Where  actual  excavation  does 
not  occur,  activities  may  be  allowed  to 
occur  with  less  stringent  limitations 
provided  that  the  objectives  and  purpose 
for  the  surface  disturbance  restrictions 
are  met.  Timber  harvesting  within  500  feet 
of  streams  or  riparian  areas  and  on  slopes 
greater  than  25  percent  are  examples  of 
further  definition  of  the  surface 
disturbance  measures  where  less  stringent 
application  of  the  restriction  applies. 
This  is  applicable,  however,  to  those 
timber  harvest  activities  that  do  not  fully 
remove  vegetative  cover  and  soil 
materials.  Such  activity  usually  includes 
just  the  actual  harvesting  or  cutting  of 
the  trees.  Past  application  of  a 
100-foot  distance  and  activities  on  slopes 
of  greater  than  25  percent  have  proven 
effective.  Any  road  construction  or 
staging  areas  for  equipment  would  not  meet 
the  less  stringent  definition  and  would  be 
subject  to  the  requirements  of  500  feet  and 
25  percent  slope. 
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TABLE  57  (Continued) 
ERRATA 


Page 


Column 


Paragraph 


Line 


Remarks 


48 


last 


last 


59 


ppl 


71 


Table  9 


72 


72 


last 


73 


all 


73 


all 


Delete:  emmissnce  would  be  minimized. 

Change  to  read:  sulfur  dioxide  emissions). 

Add:  Prescribed  burning  would  be 
conducted  so  that  no  ambient  air  quality 
standards  would  be  violated,  visibility 
impairment  would  be  avoided,  and  public 
nuisance  would  be  minimized. 

Move  from  column  2,  last  paragraph: 

Actions 

Access  across  private  lands  would  be  sought 

through  a  variety  of  methods,  including  but 

not  limited  to  purchase,  land  exchange, 

condemnation,  and  reciprocal 

rights-of-way.  .  . 

Change  footnote  to  read:  Percentage 
restrictions  are  applied  to  individual 
fire  management  units  as  designated 
on  Map  6.  Restricted  wildlife  ranges 
are  depicted  on  Maps  22  through  26. 

Add:  Actual  forage  allocations  will  be 
based  on  site  specific  analyses  and  must 
conform  to  the  multiple  use  objectives  of 
the  allotment  or  habitat  management  plan. 

Add:  This  shall  be  performed  in 
accordance  with  the  current  federal  grazing 
regulations  including  consistency  with  the 
multiple  use  management  objectives  set 
forth  in  this  document.  Consultation  with 
the  affected  parties  will  be  necessary  at 
the  outset  of  a  forage  increase  project  to 
ensure  satisfactory  proportioning  of  the 
additional  forage. 

Changed  to:  The  20,991  acres  of  unallotted 
public  lands  would  be  allocated  on  a 
case-by-case  basis  in  accordance  with  RMP 
goals  and  objectives  to  set  forage 
allocation  levels  for  the  competing  uses. 
The  number  of  AUMs  to  be  allocated  would 
not  be  determined  until  after  the  lands 
have  been  evaluated. 

Changed  to:  Objectives  of  the  livestock 
management  program  will  include  improvement 
of  riparian  areas  where  livestock  grazing 
has  contributed  to  riparian  management 
problems.  Priority  will  be  given  to  those 
areas  analyzed  as  Colorado  River  cutthroat 
trout  habitat.  Management  actions  may 
include  reductions  in  livestock  numbers, 
adjustments  in  grazing  distribution 
patterns,  fencing,  herding,  livestock 
conversions,  etc.  Non-allotted  public 
lands  containing  riparian  areas  would  be 
managed  according  to  the  same  objective. 
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TABLE  57  (Continued) 
ERRATA 


75 

1 

ppl                         4 

76 

1 

5                           1 

11 

1 

2                          3 

84 

2 

Add  after  pp 

Page  Column  Paragraph  Line  Remarks 

values  should  be  volumes 

The  953  acres  are  in  addition  to  those 
mentioned  in  the  preceding  paragraph. 

Delete  "area  and" 

Corridors  are  considered  preferred  routes 
for  transportation  facilities. 
Identification  of  corridors  does  not 
preclude  location  of  facilities  in  other 
areas  if  site  specific  analysis  indicates 
that  such  routes  meet  the  overall  plan 
objectives.  Currently,  two  potential 
corridors  have  been  proposed  and  are 
located  on  Map  30.  Each  right-of-way 
application  indicating  the  use  of  a 
corridor,  would  be  reviewed  and  analyzed  on 
its  own  merits  based  on  the  type  of 
right-of-way  and  the  resources  involved. 

Actual  corridor  widths  would  be  flexible 
within  the  constraints  provided  in  the 
resource  objectives  of  the  RMP.  Portions 
of  the  corridor  may  be  up  to  a  mile  wide 
while  other  areas  may  constrict  to  much 
less  due  to  the  necessity  of  protecting 
certain  resources. 

84  2  2  last  Add:  Avoidance  areas  include  the  Rock 

Creek  ACEC,  Scab  Creek  area,  and  cultural 
and  recreation  sites. 

84  2  3  last  Add:  Restricted  areas  for  rights-of-way 

include  wildlife  crucial  winter  ranges, 
Beaver  Creek  ACEC,  the  Upper  Green  River 
SRMA,  and  Soapholes  area. 

88  1  5  all  Change  to  read:  Currently,  three  areas  are 

subject  to  withdrawal  for  coal,  oil  shale, 
and  phosphate.  The  existing  withdrawals 
(Map  12)  for  these  minerals  (totaling 
243,970  acres)  were  established  for  the 
protection  of  the  mineral  resource  only  and 
would  continue  under  this  alternative. 

Change  "resource"  to  "planning." 

Delete  the  word  "also." 

Change  "Mineral  Resources"  to  "Fluid 
Mineral  Resources." 

Source:  USDI  1981a. 

.  .  .and  may  eventually  rank  . .  . 

delete:  in  the  planning  area. 

.  .  .This  area  is  one  of  the  leading  .  . . 

"include  the  Wasatch,  Fort  Union,  Adaville, 
Frontier,  Bear  River,  Nugget  Sandstone, 
and  Madison  Limestone." 


97 

2 

2 

2 

99 

2 

ppl 

1 

129 

2 

heading 

132 

Figure 

7 

133 

1 

1 

2 

133 

1 

1 

4-5 

133 

1 

1 

6 

133 

1 

1 

9-10 
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TABLE  57  (Continued) 
ERRATA 


133 

1 

3 

11 

133 

1 

head 

ing 

133 

2 

1 

6-8 

133 

2 

2 

1 

133 

2 

4 

5-6 

133 

2 

5 

2 

133 

2 

6 

1-2 

134 

2 

3 

3 

134 

2 

3 

13 

158 

2 

3 

10 

160 

2 

1 

14 

175 

1 

1 

1 

175 

2 

2 

1-4 

Page  Column  Paragraph  Line  Remarks 

Change  "from"  to  "within." 

Change  "Solid  Minerals"  to  "Solid  Mineral 
Resources." 

delete  last  sentence;  Of  the 
epicenter ...  is  4.3. 

Insert:  Landslide  hazards  are  generally 
restricted  to  the  .  .  . 

. .  .are  determined  to  be  of  low  quality 
and(or)  quantity.  .  . 

Change  "modest"  to  "proven." 

Should  read:  Proven  reserves  of  low  grade 
oil  shale  are  found  in  the  southwest .  .  . 

Change  "is"  to  "contains." 

Change  "representing"  to  "of." 

Delete  "also  in  the  impact  section." 

Change  "on"  to  "or  a":  ...  7.7  cubic  feet 
per  acre  per  year  or  a  total  yearly  loss 
of  nearly  . . . 

Change  "uses"  to  "adaptations." 

Change  the  first  sentence  to  read: 
Metcalf  and  Zier  (USDI/USDA  1983)  included 
the  McKean  Technocomplex  material  with  a 
cluster  of  C-14  dates  from  between  3000 
B.P.  to  1800  B.P.  and  labeled  the  entire 
assemblage  "Late  Archaic." 

185  2  4  4  Change  "acreas"  to  "areas." 

186  1  3  last  Add:  exceed  total  resource  area  methane 

production. 

189  2  6  all  Change  to  read:  Costs  to  geophysical 

activities  would  be  increased,  especially 

in  the  Rock  Creek  ACEC  and  surrounding  area 

where  portable  seismic  activities  would  be 

allowed. 

Change  "No"  to  "Limiting" 

Change  "slight"  to  "moderate." 

Delete  entire  sentence. 

Delete  entire  paragraph. 

Change  first  sentence  to  read:  The  overall 
impact  of  the  forest  management  program  on 
elk  would  be  adverse. 

194  2  3  5  Add:  .  ..use.  (Percentages  are  estimates 

and  are  intended  for  analysis  purposes 
only.)  Allotments  without .  .  . 

195  1  3  all  Replace  with:  Construction  of  water 

developments  inside  elk  winter  ranges  would 
be  allowed  as  long  as  the  elk  habitat  is 
not  adversely  impacted.  This  would  not 
adversely  affect  livestock  grazing. 

186 


191 

1 

1 

1 

193 

2 

1 

14 

193 

2 

2 

14-15 

194 

1 

4 

all 

194 

1 

6 
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ERRATA 


196 

2 

1 

1-2 

200 

2 

last 

4 

204 

1 

1 

1 

205 

1 

2 

last 

215 

2 

220 

2 

226 

2 

Page  Column  Paragraph  Line  Remarks 

195  1-2  8  all  Replace  with:  Grazing  systems  would  be 

desinged  to  maintain,  restore,  or  improve 
riparian  areas.  Allotments  containing 
Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout  habitat 
would  be  given  priority  in  riparian 
management  over  other  allotments  with 
riparian  habitat.  This  would  be  slightly 
adverse  to  grazing  interests  in  the 
affected  allotments  in  the  short  term. 

delete:  in  the  long  term  (20  years). 

CO2  should  be  CO^. 

Change  "land"  to  "and." 

add:  and  temporary  ceasing  of  drilling 
operations  would,  in  most  cases,  not  be 
acceptable. 

208  1  3  2-3  Should  read:  ".  .  .horse  numbers  would  be 

maintained  at  50  for  the  LaBarge  herd  and 
25  for  the  Desert  herd." 

1  13  Change  "ercent"  to  "percent." 

5  3  Replace  "and"  with "," 

7  all  The  remainder  of  this  section  up  to 

paragraph  2  on  page  227  should  read  as 
ifollows:  Wildlife  habitat  and  forage  for 
livestock  grazing  would  be  lost  to  surface 
disturbing  activities.  The  majority  of 
this  loss  would  be  short-term  because  of 
requirements  for  reclamation.  Some 
additional  adverse  impacts  to  wildlife 
would  result  from  surface  disturbing 
activities  when  big  game  would  avoid  an 
area  where  an  activity  is  taking  place. 
Particularly,  wintering  mule  deer  and 
antelope,  and  existing  elk  herds,  would  be 
adversely  impacted  resulting  in  population 
reductions  and  reduced  species  diversity. 
Direct  loss  of  habitat  and  lowered  habitat 
effectiveness  would  be  long-term  impacts. 
The  10,571  acres  disturbed  would 
essentially  be  out  of  production  for  the 
long  term. 

Vegetation  manipulation  would  adversely 
impact  antelope,  mule  deer,  and  sage  grouse 
in  the  short  term  due  to  reduced  winter 
range  quality.  Nesting  cover  for  sage 
grouse  would  be  reduced  as  would  habitat 
diversity  for  all  species. 

Increased  livestock  use  would  reduce 
wildlife  habitat  quality  in  riparian  areas 
and  big  game  summer  range.  Competition  for 
forage  between  elk  and  livestock  would 
increase  over  the  long  term,  resulting  in 
reduced  elk  populations. 
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TABLE  57  (Continued) 
ERRATA 


Page  Column  Paragraph  Line  Remarks 

226  2  7  all  There  would  be  a  limited  impact  to 
(Cent.)  vegetation  and  forage  during  the 

installation  of  range  improvements  in  the 
short  term.  In  the  long  term,  an 
additional  11,751  AUMs  of  forage  production 
would  be  realized  in  the  "I"  category 
allotments.  Additional  production  would 
also  occur  in  the  "M"  category  allotments 
through  implementation  of  vegetation 
manipulation  projects.  This  could  provide 
an  additional  12,354  AUMs. 

The  removal  of  all  the  wild  horses  would 
have  a  long-term  beneficial  impact  on  the 
vegetation  resource.  This  would  remove 
approximately  900  AUMs  of  use  and  remove 
the  competition  for  the  forage  between  the 
wild  horses  wildlife  and  livestock. 

In  the  long  term,  impacts  to  timber 
management  would  be  similar  to  Alternative 
A  except  mortality  losses  would  be  six 
percent  lower. 

227  1  4  4  "..  .may  be  significant  to  an  ..  . 

238  1  3  all  Move  to  page  239,  column  2,  prior  to  the 

heading  Conclusion. 

244  Table  45,  under  Water  Quality  Division,  Add;  Non-point  source  pollution  control 

column  2  Development  of  state  water  quality 

standards 

Delete  this  paragraph. 

Delete  this  paragraph. 

delete:  (some  overweight  and  overwidth) 

delete:  (some  over  legal  weight  and  height) 

change  "rod"  to  "tube" 

Change  "sight"  to  "site." 

replace:  "black,  silver,  or  with  company 
colors,  unless  otherwise  specified."  with: 
environmentally  approved  colors  unless 
other  colors  are  required  for  safety  or 
other  reasons. 

"prescription"  should  be  "precipitation." 

Allotments  2015  (Antelope  Flat)  through 
2204  (Yose  Individual)  on  page  309  should 
be  labeled  "M"  allotments. 

Budd  Creek  Creek  should  be  Budd  Fish  Creek 
Individual. 

Allotment  number  2095  should  be  2096. 

Allotments  2198  (Beaver  Tract  I)  through 
2106  (Webb  Home  Pasture)  on  page  310  should 
be  labeled  "C"  allotments. 


254 

1 

2 

all 

254 

2 

1 

all 

266 

2 

1 

8-9 

268 

1 

4 

6 

268 

2 

1 

13 

271 

1 

2 

last 

272 

1 

PP 

3-4 

290 

1 

299-309 

Appendix  D-5 

300 

Appendix  D-5 

303 

Appendix  D-5 

309-310 

Appendix  D-5 
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TABLE  57  (Continued) 
ERRATA 


Page 


Column 


Paragraph 


Line 


Remarks 


311 

Appendix  D-6 

314 

Appendix  D-6 

317 

Appendix  D-7 

318 

Appendix  D-7 

319 

Appendix  D-7 

323 

Appendix  D-9 

325 

Appendix  D-9 

337 

2 

5 

5 

337 

2 

5 

7 

344 

Appendix  G-2 

356 

1 

3 

al 

358 


1-3 


Allotment  2033  should  be  Budd  Fish  Creek 
Individual. 

Allotment  2149;  Miller  Piney  Individual 

Allotment  2033  should  be  Budd  Fish  Creek 
Individual. 

Allotment  2072,  Acres:  2,469 

Allotment  2149:  Miller  Piney  Individual 

Allotment  2033  should  be  Budd  Fish  Creek 
Individual. 

Allotment  2149:  Miller  Piney  Individual 

Change  "36  CFR  60.6"  to  "36  CFR  60.4." 

Change  "36  CFR  60.6"  to  "36  CFR  60.4." 

Delete  legal  description  number  23. 

Replace  with:  Produced  water  from  oil  and 
gas  operations  will  on  occasion  enter 
intermittent  and  perennial  waters.  In  the 
event  that  this  is  likely  to  occur  or  does 
occur,  the  oil  and  gas  operator  must  file  a 
"National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination 
System,  Application  for  Permit  to  Discharge 
Produced  Water-Modification  short  form  C," 
with  the  Wyoming  Department  of 
Environmental  Quality.  At  that  point,  the 
produced  water  that  is  discharged  must  meet 
or  exceed  the  effluent  limitations  of 
Chapter  VII,  Wyoming  Water  Quality  Rules 
and  Regulations. 

Should  read:  "Human  disturbances  to 
raptors  is  detrimental  during  the 
breeding-nesting  season  (Olendorff,  et  al. 
1980).  Each  species  breeds  at  a  slightly 
different  time.  Disturbance  during  nesting 
activity  can  lead  to  nest  abandonment  or 
reduced  survival  of  young  v^hen  parents 
spend  too  much  time  displaced  from  the 
nest." 
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APPENDIX  C-1 

WYOMING  BLM  STANDARD 

MITIGATION  GUIDELINES  FOR 

SURFACE-DISTURBING  ACTIVITIES 


INTRODUCTION 

Appendix  C-1  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  has  been 
revised  and  reprinted  in  this  document  to  clarify 
the  meaning,  intent,  and  use  of  the  information 
presented.  The  evolution  of  these  guidelines  is 
described,  from  their  beginnings  as  oil  and  gas 
lease  stipulations  to  broader  use  for  other  land 
uses  and  how  they  are  used  in  land  use  planning. 

About  two  years  ago,  BLM  developed  the 
"Wyoming  BLM  Standard  Oil  and  Gas  Lease  Stip- 
ulations." During  implementation,  it  was  recog- 
nized that  various  land  uses,  other  than  those 
related  to  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  develop- 
ment, should  be  subject  to  similar  kinds  of  envi- 
ronmental protection  requirements.  Using  the 
standard  oil  and  gas  lease  stipulations  as  a  basis, 
development  of  the  "Wyoming  BLM  Standard  Mit- 
igation Measures  for  Surface  Disturbing  Activi- 
ties" began. 

The  term  "guidelines"  better  describes  the 
intent  and  use  of  these  mitigation  standards  than 
do  the  terms  "stipulations"  or  "measures."  These 
guidelines  are  primarily  for  the  purpose  of  attain- 
ing statewide  consistency  in  how  requirements 
are  determined  for  avoiding  and  mitigating  envi- 
ronmental impactsand  resourceand  land  use  con- 
flicts. This  does  not  mean  that  the  consistency 
would  be  in  terms  of  identical  requirements  for  all 
similar  types  of  land  use  activities  that  may  cause 
similar  types  of  impacts  or  that  the  requirements 
for  a  single  land  use  activity  would  be  identical 
in  all  areas  where  it  may  occur. 

There  are  two  ways  the  standard  mitigation 
guidelines  are  used  in  the  RMP/EIS  process:  1) 
as  part  of  the  planning  criteria  in  developing  the 
RMP  alternatives,  and  2)  in  the  analytical  pro- 
cesses of  both  developing  the  alternatives  and 
analyzing  the  impacts  of  the  alternatives.  In  the 
first  case,  an  assumption  is  made  that  any  one  or 
more  of  the  standard  mitigations  will  be  appropri- 
ately included  as  conditions  of  relevant  actions 
being  proposed  or  considered  in  each  alternative. 
In  the  second  case,  the  standard  mitigations  are 
used  1)  to  develop  a  baseline  for  measuring  and 
comparing  impacts  among  the  alternatives;  2)  for 


identifying  other  actions  and  alternatives  that 
should  be  considered,  and  3)  to  help  determine 
whether  more  stringent  or  less  stringent  mitiga- 
tions should  be  considered. 

Some  of  the  seasonal  restrictions  in  the  stan- 
dard oil  and  gas  lease  stipulations  contain  the 
statement,  "This  limitation  does  not  apply  to  long- 
term  maintenance  and  operation  of  producing 
wells."  These  stipulations  were  developed  specif- 
ically for  application  to  oil  and  gas  leases  at  the 
time  of  issuance.  At  lease  issuance,  the  only 
action  that  can  be  generally  contemplated  is  the 
possibility  that  exploratory  drilling  may  occur 
somewhere  on  the  lease  area.  Unfortunately,  the 
provision  has  been  interpreted  by  some  people  to 
mean  that  the  seasonal  restriction  disappears  at 
the  operational  stage  (i.e.,  if  a  producing  well  is 
attained).  It  must  be  understood  that  at  both  the 
exploration  stage  and  the  development  stage, 
additional  site  specific  environmental  analyses 
are  conducted  and  any  needed  restrictions  or  mit- 
igations identified  become  part  of  the  develop- 
ment or  operational  plan.  For  example,  wells  may 
continue  to  produce,  but  activity  related  to  them 
may  be  limited.  Thus,  it  is  possible  for  such  sea- 
sonal restrictions  to  be  applicable  to  maintenance 
and  operation  of  producing  wells,  if  supported  by 
the  environmental  analyses.  The  matter  has  fur- 
ther been  confused  by  using  the  oil  and  gas  stip- 
ulations to  develop  the  more  broadly  applicable 
standard  mitigations,  by  extending  this  provision 
to". . .  extended  long-term  operation  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  project."  This  is  not  appropriate  for 
the  broader  context  of  the  standard  mitigation 
guidelines  and  the  wording  has  been  changed  in 
Appendix  C-1. 

The  RMP  does  not  decide  or  dictate  the  exact 
wording  or  inclusion  of  these  guidelines.  Rather, 
the  standard  guidelines  are  used  in  the  RMP/EIS 
process  as  a  tool  to  help  develop  the  RMP  alter- 
natives and  to  provide  a  baseline  for  comparative 
impact  analysis  in  arriving  at  RMP  decisions. 
These  guidelines  will  be  used  in  the  same  manner 
in  analyzing  activity  plans  and  other  site  specific 
proposals.  These  guidelines  and  their  wording 
are  matters  of  policy.  As  such,  specific  wording 
is  subject  to  change  primarily  through  administra- 
tive review,  not  through  the  RMP/EIS  process. 
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Any  further  changes  that  may  be  nnade  in  the  con- 
tinuing refinement  of  these  guidelines  and  any  de- 
velopment of  program  specific  standard  stipula- 
tions, will  be  handled  in  anotherforum,  including 
appropriate  public  involvement  and  input. 


d.  Within  either  one-quarter  mile  or  the  visual 

horizon  (whichever  is  closer)  of  historic  trails. 

e.  Construction  with  frozen  material  or  during 

periods  when  the  soil  material  is  saturated, 
frozen,  or  when  watershed  damage  is  likely 
to  occur. 


PURPOSE 

The  purposes  of  the  "Standard  Mitigation 
Guidelines"  are  to  1)  reserve,  for  the  BLM,  the 
right  to  modify  the  operations  of  all  surface  dis- 
turbing activities  as  part  of  the  statutory  require- 
ments for  environmental  protection,  and  2)  inform 
a  potential  lessee,  permittee,  or  operator  of  the 
requirements  that  must  be  met  when  using  BLM- 
administered  public  lands.  These  guidelines  have 
been  written  to  provide  a  standard  format  that  will 
allow  for  1)  their  direct  use  as  stipulations,  and 
2)  the  addition  of  specific  or  specialized  mitiga- 
tion following  the  submission  of  a  detailed  plan 
of  development,  or  other  project  proposal,  and  an 
environmental  analysis. 

Those  resource  activities  or  programs  currently 
without  a  standardized  set  of  permit  or  operation 
stipulations  can  use  the  mitigation  guidelines  as 
conditions  of  approval  or  as  a  baseline  for  devel- 
oping specific  stipulations  for  a  given  activity  or 
program. 

Because  use  of  the  mitigation  guidelines  will  be 
integrated  into  the  RMP/EIS  process  and  the  site 
specific  environmental  analysis  process,  the  appli- 
cation of  stipulations  derived  through  the  guide- 
lines will  provide  more  consistency  with  planning 
decisions  and  plan  implementation  than  has 
occurred  in  the  past.  Application  of  the  standard 
mitigation  guidelines  to  all  surface  and  other 
human  presence  disturbance  activities  on  BLM- 
administered  public  lands  will  provide  more  uni- 
formity in  mitigation  than  has  occurred  in  the 
past. 


1.    Surface  Disturbance 
Mitigation  Guideline 

Surface  disturbance  will  be  restricted  in  any  of 
the  following  areas  or  conditions.  Modifications 
to  this  limitation  may  be  approved  in  writing  by 
the  Authorized  Officer. 

a.  Slopes  in  excess  of  25  percent. 

b.  Within  important  scenic  areas  identified  in  a 

land  use  plan  (Class  I  and  II  Visual  Resource 
Management  Areas). 

c.  Within  500  feet  of  surface  water  and/or  riparian 

areas. 


Guidance 

The  intent  of  the  SURFACE  DISTURBANCE 
MITIGATION  GUIDELINE  is  to  inform  interested 
parties  (potential  lessees,  permittees,  or  opera- 
tors) that  when  one  or  more  of  the  five  (la. 
through  1e.)  conditions  exists,  surface  disturbing 
activities  will  be  restricted  or  prohibited,  unless  or 
until  the  permittee  or  his  designated  representa- 
tive and  the  surface  management  agency  (SMA) 
arrive  at  an  acceptable  plan  for  mitigation  of  antic- 
ipated impacts.  This  negotiation  will  occur  prior 
to  development. 

Specific  criteria  (e.g.,  500  feet  from  water)  have 
been  established  based  upon  the  best  information 
available.  However,  such  items  as  geographical 
areas  and  seasons  must  be  delineated  at  the  field 
level. 

Waiver  or  modification  of  requirements  devel- 
oped from  this  guideline  must  be  based  upon  envi- 
ronmental analysis  of  proposals,  such  as,  plans 
of  development,  plans  of  operation.  Applications 
for  Permit  to  Drill,  etc.,  and,  if  necessary,  must 
allow  for  other  mitigation  to  be  applied  on  a  site 
specific  basis. 


2.    Wildlife  Mitigation  Guideline 

a.  To  protect  important  big  game  winter  habitat, 

activities  or  surface  use  will  not  be  allowed 
during  the  period  from  November  15  to  April 
30  within  certain  areas  encompassed  by  the 
authorization.  The  same  criteria  applies  to 
defined  big  game  birthing  areas  from  the 
period  of  May  1  to  June  30. 

This  limitation  may  or  may  not  apply  to 
extended  long-term  operation  and  mainte- 
nance of  a  developed  project,  pending  envi- 
ronmental analysis  of  any  operational  or  pro- 
duction aspects. 

Modifications  to  this  limitation  in  any  year 
may  be  approved  in  writing  by  the  Authorized 
Officer. 

b.  To  protect  important  raptor  and/or  sage  and 

sharp-tailed  grouse  nesting  habitat,  activities 
or  surface  use  will  not  be  allowed  during  the 
period  from  February  1  to  July  31  within  cer- 
tain areas  encompassed  by  the  authorization. 
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The  same  criteria  applies  to  defined  raptor 
and  game  bird  winter  concentration  areas 
from  the  period  of  November  15  to  April  30. 
This  limitation  may  or  may  not  apply  to 
extended  long-term  operation  and  mainte- 
nance of  a  developed  project,  pending  envi- 
ronmental analysis  of  any  operational  or  pro- 
duction aspects. 

Modification  to  this  limitation  in  any  year  may 
be  approved  in  v^^riting  by  the  Authorized  Offi- 
cer. 

c.  No  activities  or  surface  use  will  be  allowed  on 

that  portion  of  the  authorization  area  identi- 
fied within  (legal  description)  for  the  purpose 
of  protecting  (e.g.,  sage/sharp-tailed  grouse 
breeding  grounds,  and/or  other  species/ 
activities)  habitat. 

Modifications  to  this  limitation  in  any  year 
may  be  approved  in  writing  by  the  Authorized 
Officer. 

d.  Portions  of  the  authorized  use  area  legally 

described  as  {legal  cipscript inn),  are  known  or 
suspected  to  be  essential  habitat  for  (Name) 
which  is  a  threatened/endangered  species. 
Prior  to  conducting  any  onsite  activities,  the 
lessee/permittee  will  be  required  to  conduct 
inventories  or  studies  in  accordance  with 
BLM  and  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS) 
guidelines  to  verify  the  presence  or  absence 
of  this  species.  I  n  the  event  that  (Wame)  occur- 
rence is  identified,  the  lessee/permittee  will 
be  required  to  modify  operational  plans  to 
include  the  protection  requirements  of  this 
species  and  its  habitat  (e.g.,  seasonal  use  res- 
trictions, occupancy  limitations,  facility 
design  modifications,  etc.). 


Guidance 

The  WILDLIFE  MITIGATION  GUIDELINE  is 
intended  to  provide  two  basic  types  of  protection, 
seasonal  restriction  (a  and  b)  and  prohibition  of 
activities  or  surface  use  (c).  Item  (d)  of  course,  is 
specific  to  situations  involving  threatened  and 
endangered  species.  Legal  descriptions  will  ulti- 
mately be  required  and  should  be  measurable  and 
legally  definable.  There  are  no  minimum  subdivi- 
sion requirements  at  this  time.  The  area  delin- 
eated can  and  should  be  defined  as  necessary, 
based  upon  current  biological  data,  prior  to  the 
time  of  processing  an  application  and  issuing  the 
use  authorization.  The  legal  description  must 
eventually  become  a  condition  for  approval  of  the 
permit,  plan  of  development,  and/or  other  use 
authorization. 

The  seasonal  restriction  section  identifies  three 
example  groups  of  species  and  delineates  three 


similar  time  frame  restrictions.  The  big  game  spe- 
cies including  elk,  moose,  deer,  antelope,  and  big- 
horn sheep  all  require  protection  of  crucial  winter 
range  between  November  15  and  April  30.  Elk  and 
bighorn  sheep  also  require  protection  from  dis- 
turbance during  the  period  of  May  1  to  June  30, 
when  they  typically  occupy  distinct  calving  and 
lambing  areas.  Raptors  include  eagles;  accipiters; 
falcons  (peregrine,  prairie,  and  merlin);  bitteos 
(ferruginous  and  swainson's  hawks);  osprey;  and 
burrowing  owls.  The  raptors  and  sage  and  sharp- 
tailed  grouse  all  require  nesting  protection  during 
periods  between  February  1  and  July  31.  The 
same  birds  often  require  protection  from  disturb- 
ance during  the  period  of  November  15  through 
April  30  while  they  occupy  winter  concentration 
areas. 

Item  2c,  regarding  the  prohibition  of  activity  or 
surface  use  is  intended  for  protection  of  unique 
wildlife  habitat  areas  or  values  within  the  use  area. 
These  areas  or  values  must  be  factors  that  limit 
life-cycle  activities  (e.g.,  sage  grouse  strutting 
grounds,  known  threatened  and  endangered  spe- 
cies habitat,  etc.)  that  cannot  be  protected  using 
seasonal  restrictions. 

Waiver  or  modification  of  requirements  devel- 
oped from  this  guideline  must  be  based  upon  envi- 
ronmental analysis  of  proposals  such  as,  plans  of 
development,  plans  of  operation.  Applications  for 
Permit  to  Drill,  etc.,  and,  if  necessary,  must  allow 
for  other  mitigation  to  be  applied  on  a  site  specific 
basis. 


3.    Cultural  Resource  Mitigation 
Guideline 

When  a  proposed  discretionary  land  use  has 
potential  for  affecting  the  characteristics  which 
qualify  a  cultural  property  for  the  National  Regis- 
ter of  Historic  Places,  mitigation  will  be  consid- 
ered. In  accordance  with  Section  106  of  the  His- 
toric Preservation  Act,  procedures  specified  in  36 
CFR  800  will  be  used  in  consultation  with  the 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO)  and 
the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  in 
arriving  at  determinations  regarding  the  need  and 
type  of  mitigation  to  be  required. 


Guidance 

The  preferred  strategy  for  treating  potential 
adverse  effects  on  cultural  properties  is  "avoid- 
ance." If  avoidance  involves  project  relocation, 
the  new  project  area  may  also  require  cultural 
resource  inventory.  If  avoidance  is  imprudent  or 
unfeasible,  appropriate  mitigation  may  include 
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excavation  (data  recovery),  stabilization,  monitor- 
ing, protection  barriers  and  signs,  or  other  phys- 
ical and  administrative  measures. 

Reports  documenting  results  of  cultural 
resource  inventory,  evaluation,  and  the  establish- 
ment of  mitigation  alternatives  (if  necessary)  shall 
be  written  according  to  standards  contained  in 
BLM  Manuals,  the  cultural  resource  permit  stipu- 
lations and  in  other  policy  issued  by  the  BLM. 
These  reports  must  provide  sufficient  information 
for  Section  106  consultation.  Reports  shall  be  re- 
viewed for  adequacy  by  the  appropriate  BLM 
archaeologist.  If  cultural  properties  on,  or  eligible 
for,  the  National  Register  are  located  within  these 
areas  of  potential  impact  and  cannot  be  avoided, 
the  Authorized  Officer  shall  begin  the  Section  106 
consultation  process  in  accordance  with  the 
procedures  contained  in  36  CFR  800. 

Mitigation  measures  shall  be  implemented 
according  to  the  mitigation  plan  approved  by  the 
BLM  Authorized  Officer.  Such  plans  are  usually 
prepared  by  the  land  use  applicant's  contract 
archaeologist  according  to  BLM  specifications. 
Mitigation  plans  will  be  reviewed  as  part  of  Sec- 
tion 106  consultation  for  National  Register  eligi- 
ble or  listed  properties.  The  extent  and  nature  of 
recommended  mitigation  shall  be  commensurate 
with  the  significance  of  the  cultural  resource 
involved  and  the  anticipated  extent  of  damage. 
Reasonable  costs  for  mitigation  will  be  borne  by 
the  land  use  applicant.  Mitigation  must  be  cost 
effective  and  realistic.  It  must  consider  project 
requirements  and  limitations,  input  from  con- 
cerned parties,  and  be  BLM  approved  or  BLM  for- 
mulated. 

Mitigation  of  paleontological  and  natural  his- 
tory sites  will  be  treated  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 
Factors  such  as  site  significance,  economics, 
safety,  and  project  urgency  must  be  taken  into 
account  when  making  a  decision  to  mitigate.  Au- 
thority to  protect  (through  mitigation)  such 
values  is  provided  for  in  FLPMA,  Section  102(8). 
When  avoidance  is  not  possible,  appropriate  mit- 
igation may  include  excavation  (data  recovery), 
stabilization,  monitoring,  protection  barriers  and 
signs,  or  other  physical  and  administrative  protec- 
tion measures. 


4.    Special  Resource  Mitigation 
Guideline 

To  protect  (resource  value),  activities  or  sur- 
face use  will  not  be  allowed  (i.e.,  within  a  specific 
(JiRlRnr.p.  nf  thR  rRRoincfi  valiiR  or  between  datR-tn- 
rlate)  in  (/pgp/  ^i ihiriivl^inn) 


This  limitation  may  or  may  not  apply  to 
extended  long-term  operation  and  maintenance 
of  a  developed  project,  pending  environmental 
analysis  of  any  operational  or  production  aspects. 

Modifications  to  this  limitation  in  any  year  may 
be  approved  in  writing  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

Example  Resource  Categories  (Select  or  Iden- 
tify Category  and  Specific  Resource  Value): 

a.  Recreation  areas. 

b.  Special  natural  history  or  paleontological 
features. 

c.  Special  management  areas. 

d.  Sections  of  major  rivers. 

e.  Prior  existing  rights-of-way. 

f.  Occupied  dwellings. 

g.  Other  (Specify). 


Guidance: 

The  SPECIAL  RESOURCE  MITIGATION 
GUIDELINE  is  intended  for  use  only  in  site- 
specific  situations  where  one  of  the  first  three 
general  mitigation  guidelines  will  not  adequately 
address  the  concern.  The  resource  value,  loca- 
tion, and  specific  restriction  must  be  clearly  iden- 
tified. A  detailed  plan  addressing  specific  mitiga- 
tion and  special  restrictions  on  development  will 
be  required  prior  to  development  and  will  become 
a  condition  for  approval  of  the  permit,  plan  of 
development,  or  other  use  authorization. 

Waiver  or  modification  of  requirements  devel- 
oped from  this  guideline  must  be  based  upon  envi- 
ronmental analysis  of  proposals  such  as,  plans  of 
development,  plans  of  operation.  Applications  for 
Permit  to  Drill,  etc.,  and,  if  necessary,  must  allow 
for  other  mitigation  to  be  applied  on  asitespecific 
basis. 


5.     No  Surface  Occupancy 
Guideline 

No  surface  occupancy  will  be  allowed  on  the 
following  described  lands  {legal  subdivision/ area) 
because  of  {resource  value). 

Example  Resource  Categories  (Select  or  Iden- 
tify Category  and  Specific  Resource  Values): 

a.  Recreation  areas,  (e.g.,  campgrounds,  historic 

trails,  national  monuments). 

b.  Major  reservoirs/dams. 
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c.  Special    management    areas    (e.g.,    ACEC, 

known  threatened  and  endangered  species 
habitat,  wild  and  scenic  rivers). 

d.  Other  (Specify). 


Guidance: 

The  NO  SURFACE  OCCUPANCY  (NSO)  MIT- 
IGATION GUIDELINE  is  intended  for  use  only 
when  other  mitigation  is  determined  insufficient 
to  adequately  protect  the  public  interest  and  is  the 
only  alternative  to  "no  development"  or  "no  leas- 
ing." The  legal  subdivision  and  resource  value  of 
concern  must  be  identified  and  be  tied  to  an  NSO 
land  use  planning  decision. 

Waiver  of  or  exception(s)  to  the  NSO  require- 
ment will  be  subject  to  the  same  test  used  to 
initially  justify  its  imposition.  If,  upon  evaluation 
of  a  site-specific  proposal,  it  is  found  that  less 
restrictive  mitigation  would  adequately  protect 
the  public  interest  or  value  of  concern,  then  a 
waiver  or  exception  to  the  NSO  requirement  is 
possible.  The  record  must  show  that  because  con- 
ditions or  uses  have  changed,  less  restrictive 
requirements  will  protect  the  public  interest.  An 
environmental  analysis  must  be  conducted  and 
documented  (EA  or  EIS,  as  necessary)  in  order 


to  provide  the  basis  for  a  waiver  or  exception  to 
an  NSO  planning  decision.  If  the  waiver  or  excep- 
tion is  found  to  be  consistent  with  the  intent  of 
the  planning  decision,  they  may  be  granted.  If 
found  inconsistent  with  the  intent  of  the  planning 
decision,  a  plan  amendment  would  be  required 
before  the  waiver  or  exception  could  be  granted. 

When  considering  the  "no  development"  or  "no 
leasing"  option,  a  rigorous  test  must  be  met  and 
fully  documented  in  the  record.  This  test  must  be 
based  upon  stringent  standards  described  in  the 
land  use  planning  document.  Since  rejection  of 
all  development  rights  is  more  severe  than  the 
most  restrictive  mitigation  requirement,  the  rec- 
ord must  show  that  consideration  was  given  to  de- 
velopment subject  to  reasonable  mitigation, 
including  No  Surface  Occupancy.  The  record 
must  also  show  that  other  mitigation  was  deter- 
mined to  be  insufficient  to  adequately  protect  the 
public  interest.  A  "no  development"  or  "no  leas- 
ing" decision  should  not  be  made  solely  because 
it  appears  that  conventional  methods  of  develop- 
ment would  be  unfeasible,  especially  where  an 
NSO  restriction  may  be  acceptable  to  a  potential 
permittee.  In  such  cases,  the  potential  permittee 
should  have  the  opportunity  to  decide  whether  or 
not  to  go  ahead  with  the  proposal  (or  accept  the 
use  authorization),  recognizing  that  an  NSO  res- 
triction is  involved. 
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CRITERIA  FOR  DETERMINING 

DEPTH  OF  FRESH  WATER  AND 

SURFACE  CASING  REQUIREMENTS 


When  processing  an  Application  for  Permit  to 
Drill  (APD),  the  geologic  section  is  required  to 
identify  the  maximum  depth  of  usable  water  as 
defined  in  43  CFR  3162.5-2.  Usable  water  is 
defined  as  that  water  containing  5,000  milligrams 
per  liter  or  less  total  dissolved  solids.  Water  of  this 
quality  is  to  be  protected,  usually  by  surface  cas- 
ing and  cement. 

Determining  the  depth  to  fresh  water  requires 
specific  water  quality  data  in  the  proposed  well 
vicinity  or  geophysical  log  determination  of  water 
quality  (by  the  resistivity  method),  depending  on 


existing  well  proximity  and  log  availability.  If 
water  quality  data  or  logs  from  nearby  wells  are 
not  available,  the  area  within  a  two-mile  radius  of 
the  proposed  well  is  checked  for  water  wells.  If 
wells  exist,  surface  casing  is  required  to  be  set  200 
feet  below  the  deepest  fresh  water  zone  found  in 
these  wells  or  to  reach  a  depth  below  the  reason- 
ably estimated  level  of  usable  water  as  defined  in 
43  CFR  3162.5-2. 

In  somecases,  such  as  shallower  wells,  cement- 
ing the  casing/borehole  annulus  from  total  depth 
up  to  the  base  level  of  usable  water  is  required, 
rather  than  require  extensive  surface  casing. 
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APPENDIX  F 


CULTURAL  RESOURCES  PROCESS 


1.  The  BLM  may  require  a  cultural  survey  of  a 
proposed  project  area.  The  survey  is  con- 
ducted by  either  BLM  personnel  or  an  outside 
contractor.  A  survey  report  is  produced  and 
copies  provided  to  BLM  and  the  State  His- 
toric Preservation  Officer  (SHPO).  The  BLM 
uses  the  report  as  a  basis  for  Natural  Register 
evaluations  of  sites  located,  determining  the 
effect  of  the  project  on  any  significant 
resources,  and  the  need  to  mitigate  any 
impacts  to  significant  resources. 

2.  The  BLM  specialist  or  cultural  resource  con- 
tractor plans  the  survey  project,  conducts 
background  research  on  the  project  area, 
reviews  regional  overviews  and  other  docu- 
ments for  pertinent  previous  research  and  ter- 
rain and  field  conditions  in  the  project  area. 
Before  beginning  fieldwork,  the  contractor 
conducts  a  site  file  search  at  the  SHPO  rec- 
ords office,  and  if  necessary,  at  the  local  BLM 
office. 

2A.  If  the  file  search  reveals  that  the  project  area 
has  been  adequately  surveyed,  or  if  the  proj- 
ect area  is  one  of  demonstrably  low  site  po- 
tential, a  resurvey  may  not  be  warranted.  The 
responsibility  for  determining  the  need  for  a 
survey  rests  with  the  BLM  in  consultation 
with  the  SHPO. 

2B.  The  results  of  the  file  search  are  documented 
in  a  report  that  should  contain  a  complete  bib- 
liographic reference  of  the  previous  surveys 
and  summary  of  previous  sites  located. 

3.  The  BLM  or  contractor  conducts  the  field  sur- 
vey of  the  project  area.  If  standard  inventory 
requirements  would  not  apply,  the  overall 
field  methodology,  including  survey  intensity 
and  aerial  limits,  would  be  determined  by  the 
BLM  in  consultation  with  the  SHPO. 

3A.  If  no  sites  are  discovered  during  the  survey, 
and  if  no  previously  recorded  sites  are 
located  in  the  survey  area,  the  negative 
results  of  the  survey  are  documented  in  a 
Class  III  report.  Cultural  resource  clearance 
is  obtained  and  the  project  proceeds,  subject 
to  other  resource  considerations,  as  applica- 
ble. 


3B.  If  sites  are  discovered  during  the  survey,  or 
if  previously  recorded  sites  are  located  in  the 
survey  area.  Steps  4  through  9  are  followed. 

4.  Each  site  located  is  recorded  on  an  I  nterMoun- 
tain  Antiquities  Computer  System  (IMACS) 
site  form. 

5.  Each  new  site  and  each  previously  recorded 
site  is  evaluated  for  National  Register  eligibil- 
ity. Limited  testing  should  be  conducted  as 
necessary. 

6&6A.  If  a  site  is  not  eligible  for  the  National  Reg- 
ister, no  further  work  (i.e.,  testing,  monitor- 
ing, excavation,  or  avoidance)  is  usually  re- 
quired. If  the  site  contains  information 
significant  enough  to  warrant  further  work, 
the  site  should  be  evaluated  as  eligible  (see 
Step  7).  The  evaluation  of  noneligibility  is  doc- 
umented and  a  recommendation  of  "no  fur- 
ther work"  is  made  in  the  report. 

7  &  7A.  If  a  site  is  evaluated  as  eligible  for  the 
National  Register,  the  reasons  for  its  eligibil- 
ity must  be  documented,  with  a  detailed  de- 
scription of  how  the  site  meets  the  Criteria  of 
Eligibility  (36  CFR  60.4).  If  a  site  is  eligible 
because  of  its  research  potential  or  informa- 
tion content  (36  CFR  60.4(d))  the  report  must 
document  and  discuss  the  site  information 
content  in  terms  of  pertinent  research  ques- 
tions which  may  be  addressed. 

8.  The  effect  of  the  project  on  each  eligible  site 
is  evaluated  and  documented.  "Effect"  is 
determined  by  applying  the  criteria  in  36  CFR 
800.3. 

8A1  &  8A2.  If  there  will  be  no  effect,  no  further 
work  at  the  site  is  warranted.  This  is  docu- 
mented in  the  Class  III  report  (see  Step  9). 

8B1.  If  the  impacts  to  the  site  will  result  in  adverse 
effects,  this  is  also  documented  in  the  Class 
III  report  (see  Step  9). 

8B2.  Recommendations  to  mitigate  adverse 
effects  should  bedirected  at  reducing  orelim- 
inating  impacts  to  thosequalities  which  make 
the  site  eligible  for  the  National  Register. 
Avoidance  or  in  situ  preservation  are  the  pre- 
ferred options.  Data  recovery  is  appropriate 
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ifavoidance  or  in  situ  preservation  are  not  fea-  10.  The  BLM,  in  consultation  with  theSHPO,  and 
sibleorcost  effective.  Monitoring  of  construe-  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preserva- 
tion may  also  be  used  under  certain  condi-  tion  use  the  infornnation  provided  in  Step  9 
tions.  to  carry  the  "106"  reviev\/  process  to  connple- 

9.     A  report  is  prepared  docunnenting  the  results 

of  Steps  1  through  8A2  and  (or)  8B2  and  cop-  11.  After  the  above  process  is  completed,  the  pro- 

ies  of  the  report  submitted  to  the  BLM,  the  posed  land  use  is  permitted  with  appropriate 

SHPO,  and  the  applicant/land  user.  resource  stipulations. 
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APPENDIX  G-1 


DISPOSAL  CRITERIA 


Lands  to  be  considered  for  disposal,  as  a  min- 
imum, meet  the  following  criteria:  they  are  diffi- 
cult and  uneconomical  to  manage,  and(or)  they 
are  acquired  for  a  specific  purpose,  or  their  dis- 
posal would  meet  important  public  objectives 
such  as  community  expansion  or  economic  devel- 
opment. 

In  addition,  site  specific  analysis  prior  to  dis- 
posal must  determine  that  these  lands  must  have 
the  following  characteristics: 

They  contain  no  significant  wildlife,  recre- 
ation, or  other  resource  values;  have  no  overrid- 


ing public  values;  and  represent  no  substan- 
tial public  investments; 

They  are  suitable  for  agricultural,  industrial, 
commercial,  or  residential  development; 

Their  disposal  would  best  serve  the  public 
interest;  and 

Lands  identified  for  disposal  would  be  consid- 
ered for  exchange  with  federal,  state,  or  local 
government  or  other  entities. 

Generally,  areas  within  two  miles  of  communi- 
ties would  be  considered  for  community  expan- 
sion. 
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APPENDIX  G-2 

LANDS  SUITABLE  FOR  DISPOSAL, 
EXCHANGE,  AND  ACQUISITION 

APPENDIX  G-2 

LANDS  SUITABLE  FOR  DISPOSAL, 
EXCHANGE,  AND  ACQUISITION 


Legal  Description 

Acres 

Disposal  Parcels  (for  sale  or 

exchange) 

1. 

T. 

37  N.,  R.  110  W. 
sec.  2,  Lots  1,  2,  3, 
sec.  3,  Lots  1,  2,  3, 

4 
4 

Total 

33.00 
32.84 
65.84 

2. 

T. 

37  N.,  R.  Ill  W. 
sec.  13,  W1/2W1/2 

160.00 

3. 

T. 

36  N.,  R.  112  W. 
sec.  2,  Lot  2 

37.20 

4. 

T.  36  N.,  R.  110  W. 
sec.  9,  S1/2SE1/4 

80.00 

5. 

T.  36  N.,  R.  110  W. 
sec.  20,  SE1/4SW1/4 

40.00 

6. 

thru 

n. 

T. 

36  N.,  R.  110  W. 
sec.  21,  NW1/4SE1/4 
sec.  21,  Lot  3 
sec.  21,  Lot  4 
sec.  21,  Lot  6 
sec.  21,  Lot  7 
sec.  21,  Lot  14 

Total 

40.00 
2.52 
2.52 
2.51 
2.51 
2.50 

12. 

T. 

33  N.,  R.  108  W. 
sec.  9,  NW1/4NW1/4 

40.00 

13. 

T. 

33  N.,  R.  108  W. 

sec.  10,  SW1/4SW1/4 
sec.  15,  W1/2NW1/4 


14.  T.  33  N.,  R.  108  W. 

sec.  25,  SW1/4SW1/4 

15.  T.  33  N.,  R.  107  W. 

sec.  31,  Lot  1 

16.  T.  33  N.,  R.  108  W. 

sec.  35,  SE1/4NE1/4, 
SEl/4 
T.  32  N.,  R.  108  W. 
sec.  3,  Lot  3 

17.  T.  32  N.,  R.  107  W. 

sec.  1,  Lots  10,  11, 
W1/2SW1/4 

sec.  2,  Lots  3,  4, 
SW1/4NE1/4 


Total 


Total 


Total 


40.00 
75.04 

115.04 

40.00 
40.26 

200.00 

35.31 
233T3T 

153.27 

115.27 
26&:54 
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APPENDIX  G-2  (Continued) 

LANDS  SUITABLE  FOR  DISPOSAL, 
EXCHANGE,  AND  ACQUISITION 


Legal  Description 


Acres 


18.   T.  32  N.,  R.  107  W. 
sec.  12,  Lot  4, 

SE1/4SW1/4, 
SW1/4SE1/4 
sec.  13,  Lots  1,  2,  3, 
NW1/4NE1/4 
T.  32  N.  R.  106  W. 
sec.  18,  Lot  3 


19.  T.  32  N.,  R.  106  W. 

sec.  29,  Lots  4,  6,  7, 
E1/2SW1/4 


sec.  32,  NE1/4NW1/4 


20.  T.  31  N.,  R.  106  W. 

sec.  18,  Lots  1,  2,  3, 
NW1/4NE1/4, 
S1/2NE1/4, 
E1/2NW1/4, 
NE1/4SW1/4, 
N1/2SE1/4 
T.  31  N.,  R.  107  W. 

sec.  12,  NE1/4SE1/4, 
SE1/4SW1/4, 
S1/2SE1/4 

sec.  13,  N1/2NE1/4, 
SE1/4NE1/4 


21.  T.   31  N.,   R.    106  W. 

sec.   8,   NE1/4SW1/4 

22.  T.   31  N.,   R.    106  W. 

sec.    17,   N1/2NE1/4 

23.  T.   31  N.,   R.    106  W. 

sec.   30,  W1/2NE1/4 

24.  T.   30  N.,   R.    106  W. 

sec.   9,   SE1/4NW1/4 

25.  T.   31  N.,   R.    108  W. 

sec.   25,   S1/2SW1/4 

26.  7.   31  N..   R.    no  W. 

sec.    17,   NE1/4NW1/4 

27.  T.   31  N..   R.    110  W. 

sec.    17,   E1/2SE1/4 


Total 


Total 


Total 


74.58 

143.87 

35.44 
2537^9 


207.13 

40.00 

24T7r3 


431.00 


160.00 
120.00 


40.00 
80.00 
80.00 
40.00 
80.00 
40.00 
80.00 
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APPENDIX  G-2  (Continued) 

LANDS  SUl TABLE  FOR  DISPOSAL, 
EXCHANGE,  AND  ACQUIS  1 1  ION 


Legal  Description 


Acres 


28.  &   29.  Tracts  Listed  Below: 


T. 

29  N.,  R.  Ill  W. 
sees.  17  and  18 

Tract  37 

Tract  38 

Tract  39 

Tract  40 

Tract  41 

Tract  42 

Tract  45 

Tract  46 

Tract  47 

Tract  48 

Tract  49 

Tract  50 

Tract  51 

Tract  52 

Tract  54 

Tract  55 

Tract  56 

Tract  57 

Tract  58 

30. 

^• 

29  N.,  R.  Ill  W. 
sec.  17,  SE1/4SW1/4 

31. 

f  • 

26  N.,  R.  112  W. 
sec.  7,  Lot  5 

32. 

f  • 

26  N.,  R.  113  W. 
sec.  14,  Lot  4, 

SW1/4SE1/4 

33. 

T- 

27  N.,  R.  115  W. 
sec.  7,  E1/2SE1/4 

34. 

T- 

29  N.,  R.  114  W. 
sec.  25,  SE1/4SW1/4 

35. 

T- 

29  N.,  R.  113  W. 
sec.  13,  SW1/4NE1/4 

36. 

^• 

29  N.,  R.  112  W. 
sec.  9,  SE1/4SW1/4, 

N1/2SW1/4SE1/4 

37. 

T- 

30  N.,  R.  112  W. 
sec.  7,  Lots  2,  3 

38. 

T- 

30  N.,  R.  114  W. 
sec.  10,  SW1/4NW1/4, 
SWl/4 

39. 

30  N.,  R.  114  W. 

sec.  5,  SWl/4, 

W1/2SE1/4, 
SE1/4SE1/4 

sec.  8,  N1/2N1/2, 
S1/2NE1/4 

Total 


Total 


2.50 
3.00 
2.29 
2.19 
2.50 
1.51 
2.50 
1.10 
1.40 
2.50 
2.50 
2.90 
2.50 
2.50 
2.50 
2.50 
2.50 
2.50 
2.10 
33759 


40.00 
19.57 

71.15 
80.00 
40.00 
40.00 

60.00 
30.90 

200.00 

280.00 
240.00 
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APPENDIX  G-2  (Continued) 

LANDS  SUITABLE  FOR  DISPOSAL, 
EXCHANGE,  AND  ACQUISITION 


Legal  Description 


Acres 


40.  T.  31  N.,  R.  114  W. 

sec.  24,  SW1/4SE1/4 

41.  T.  31  N.,  R.  113  W. 

sec.  19,  Lot  3 

42.  7.  32  N.,  R.  114  W. 

sec.  22,  S1/2S1/2 
sec.  26,  NW1/4NW1/4 
sec.  27,  Nl/2 


43.  1.   34  N.,  R.  112  W. 

sec.  15,  W1/2NE1/4, 
E1/2NW1/4 

44.  T.  34  N.,  R.  113  W. 

sec.  5,  S1/2SE1/4 

45.  T.  34  N.,  R.  113  W. 

sec.  6,  SE1/4NE1/4 

46.  T.  35  N.,  R.  113  W. 

sec.  18,  Lot  4, 

SE1/4SW1/4 

sec.  19,  Lot  1, 

NE1/4NW1/4 


47.  T.  26  N.,  R.  113  W. 

sec.  7,  N1/2NE1/4NW1/4SE1/ 

Conmunity  Expansion  Areas 


1.  T.  34  N.,  R.  109  W. 

sec.  25,  NW1/4SW1/4 
sec.  26,  E1/2NE1/4SE1/4 

2.  T.  34  N.,  R.  109  W. 

sec.  26,  NW1/4NE1/4SE1/4, 

E1/2NE1/4NW1/4SE1/4, 
NW1/4NE1/4NW1/4SE1/4 

3.  7.  33  N.,  R.  110  W. 

sec.  2,  Lot  1,  N1/2SE1/4NE1/4 

4.  T.  31  N.,  R.  108  W. 

sec.  3,  S1/2SW1/4SW1/4 

5.  T.  30  N.,  R.  Ill  W. 

sec.  22,  E1/2NW1/4 

6.  T.  30  N.,  R.  Ill  W. 

sec.  17,  NE1/4SE1/4, 

S1/2SE1/4 
sec.  20,  NEl/4.  S1/2NW1/4, 

NE1/4SE1/4, 

S1/2SE1/4 
sec.  29,  E1/2NE1/4, 

E1/2NW1/4NE1/4, 

NE1/4SE1/4 


ToUl 


Total 


Total 


40.00 
42.51 


160.00 

40.00 

320.00 

520.00 


160.00 
80.00 
40.00 

70.92 

71.02 
141794 

5.00 

60.00 

17.50 
60.86 
20.00 
80.00 


Total 


620.00 
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APPENDIX  G-2  (Continued) 

LANDS  SUITABLE  FOR  DISPOSAL, 
EXCHANGE,  AND  ACQUISITION 


Legal  Description 


Acres 


7.   T.  26  N   R.  112  W 

sec.  0,  Lots  3,  4,  5,  9, 
12-29,  SE1/4NW1/4 
T.  27  N.,  R.  112  W. 

sec.  31,  Lots  3,  4,  9-11, 
W1/2NE1/4, 
E1/2NW1/4, 
E1/2SW1/4. 
W1/2SE1/4 

Exchange  Parcels  (exchange  only) 

1.   T.  36  N.,  R.  112  W. 

sec.  3,  Lot  2,  SW1/4NE1/4, 
SWl/4.  W1/2SE1/4 


Total 


602.02 


318.02 


2. 

T. 

36  N 

,  R.  112  W. 

sec. 

5,  Sl/2 

320.00 

sec. 

6.  SEl/4 

160.00 

sec. 

7,  Lots  3,  4,  E1/2SW1/4, 
El/2 

479.23 

sec. 

8,  Nl/2,  N1/2S1/2 

480.00 

sec. 

9,  S1/2N1/2,  Sl/2 

480.00 

sec. 

10,  W1/2SW1/4, 
SE1/4SW1/4, 
SW1/4SE1/4 

160.00 

sec. 

15,  NW1/4NW1/4 

40.00 

sec. 

18,  Lots  1,  2,  3,  4, 
E1/2W1/2 

319.04 

T. 

36  N 

,  R.  113  W. 

sec. 

13.  E1/2NE1/4,  SEl/4 

240.00 
Total   2,678.27 

3. 

T. 

36  N 

,  R.  112  W. 

sec. 

19.  N1/2NE1/4 

80.00 

4. 

T. 

36  N. 

,  R.  112  W. 

sec. 

21.  Wl/2 

320.00 

5. 

T. 

36  N 

,  R.  112  W. 

36  N.,  R.  112  W. 

sec.  14,  W1/2NE1/4, 

N1/2NW1/4, 

SEl/4 

320.00 

sec.  23.  El/2 

320.00 

Total 

640.00 

1.  36  N.,  R.  112  W. 

sec.  13,  El/2 
T.  36  N.,  R.  Ill  W. 

sec.  18,  Lots  1,  2,  3,  4 


T.  37  N.,  R.  110  W. 
sec.  33,  NW1/4SW1/4 

T.  36  N.,  R.  no  W. 

sec.  4.  Lots  1,  2,  3,  S1/2NE1/4, 
SE1/4NW1/4, 
E1/2SW1/4,  SEl/4 

sec.  9,  N1/2NE1/4,  SW1/4NE1/4 


Total 


Total 


320.00 
142.80 

462:a5 


40.00 


4.35.04 
120.00 
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APPENDIX  G-2  (Continued) 

LANDS  SUITABLE  FOR  DISPOSAL, 
EXCHANGE,  AND  ACQUISITION 


Legal  Description 

1 

^cres 

9. 

T   35  N   R   1 13  W 

sec. ' is, 'SW1/4NW1/4NW1/4SW1/4, 
SW1/4NW1/4SW1/4, 
NW1/4SE1/4NW1/4SW1/4, 
S1/2SE1/4NW1/4SW1/4, 

S1/2S1/2 

180.00 

sec.  14,  E1/2SW1/4,  SE1/4 

240.00 

sec.  23,  El/2,  E1/2NW1/4,  SWl/4 

560.00 

sec.  24,  Nl/2 

320.00 

sec.  26,  NEl/4,  N1/2NW1/4, 

N1/2SE1/4 

320.00 

sec.  27,  N1/2NE1/4,  NE1/4NW1/4 

120.00 

Total 

1.740.1)0 

10. 

T.  34  N.,  R.  112  W. 

sec.  11,  SE1/4SW1/4 

40.00 

sec.  14,  NW1/4NE1/4,  N1/2NW1/4 

120.00 

Total 

i6(y.oo 

11. 

T.  34  N.,  R.  108  W. 

sec.  7,  NEl/4,  N1/2SE1/4, 

SW1/4SE1/4 

280.00 

sec.  8,  NW1/4NW1/4 

40.00 

Total 

320.00 

12.  T.  34  N.,  R.  108  W. 

sec.  18,  Lots  1.  2,  3,  4, 

E1/2NW1/4,  NE1/4SW1/4 

13.  T.  34  N..  R.  109  W. 

sec.  25,  Lots  1-16,  NE1/4NW1/4, 
S1/2NW1/4, 
NE1/4SW1/4,  S1/2SW1/4 

sec.  26,  Sl/2NEl/4Ntl/4NEl/4, 
NW1/4NE1/4NE1/4, 
S1/2NE1/4NE1/4, 
NW1/4NE1/4,  S1/2NE1/4, 
NWl/4,  N1/2SW1/4, 
SW1/4NE1/4SE1/4, 
SWl/4Ntl/4NWl/4SEl/4, 
NWl/4NWl/4Stl/4, 
S1/2NW1/4SE1/4 

sec.  27,  Lots  1  7,  11-20, 

NW1/4NE1/4,  S1/2NE1/4, 
NE1/4NW1/4.  NE1/4SE1/4 


14.  T.  34  N.,  R.  108  W. 

sec.  26,  S1/2SE1/4 

15.  T.  34  N.,  R.  108  W. 

sec.  34,  Lots  3  and  4, 

S1/2NE1/4,  Stl/4NWl/4, 
NE1/4SW1/4,  Nl/2Stl/4 

sec.  35,  S1/2NW1/4,  NW1/4SW1/4 


16.   T.  33  N.,  R.  108  W. 
sec.  4,  S1/2NE1/4 


Total 


Total 


278.62 


280.480 


43 1 . 500 


237.863 
955:B2f3 


80.00 


313.98 
120.00 
4357« 


80.00 
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APPfNDlX  G-2  (Continued) 

LANDS  SUITABLE  FOR  DISPOSAL, 
EXCHANGt,  AND  ACQUIS  11  ION 


Legal  Description 


Acres 


17.   T.  33  N.,  R.  108  W. 
sec.  21,  S£1/4 
sec.  27,  SI/2 
sec.  28,  El/2 

sec.  33,  NEl/4,  Nt1/4SEl/4 
sec.  34,  W1/2,  N1/2NE1/4, 

SW1/4NE1/4,  SW1/4Stl/4 
7.  32  N.,  R.  108  W. 

sec.  4,  Lot  4,  SW1/4NW1/4, 

W1/2SW1/4 
sec.  5,  Lot  1,  SE1/4NE1/4 
sec.  9,  W1/2NW1/4 


18.  T.  32  N.,  R.  108  W. 

sec.  21,  SW1/4SW1/4 

19.  T.  32  N.,  R.  108  W. 

sec.  28,  SW1/4NW1/4 

20.  1.  33  N.,  R.  106  W. 

sec.  30,  Lots  3  and  4, 


21 


22.  T. 


23.  7. 


Total 


160.00 
320.00 
320.00 
200.00 

480.00 


155.12 
75.02 
80.00 


40.00 


40.00 


E1/2SW1/4 

Total 

157.24 

33  N 

.,  R 

.  114  W. 

sec. 

10, 

all 

640.00 

31  N 

.,  R 

.  114  W. 

sec. 

22, 

SW1/4SE1/4 

40.00 

sec. 

26, 

all 

640.00 

sec. 

27, 

NEl/4,  NE1/4NW1/4, 
S1/2NW1/4,  N1/2SW1/4, 
SW1/4SW1/4,  NE1/4SE1/4 

480.00 

sec. 

28, 

SE1/4SW1/4,  SE1/4 

200.00 

sec. 

33. 

N1/2N1/2 

Total 

160.00 
1,520.00 

30  N 

.,  R 

.  112  W. 

sec. 

7. 

S1/2NE1/4,  N1/2SE1/4 

160.00 

sec. 

8, 

SW1/4NE1/4,  S1/2NW1/4, 

N1/2SW1/4, 

SW1/4SE1/4 

240.00 

sec. 

17, 

NW1/4NE1/4 

40.00 

Total 


44OJ0 


24.      T.    31   N.,   R.    Ill  W. 

sec.  14,  El/2,  SE1/4NW1/4, 

E1/2SW1/4 
sec.  23,  NE1/4NE1/4 


Total 


480.00 


.  T.  31  N.,  R.  110  W. 

sec.  21,  Lots  3,  4,  5,  6, 

and  8,  NW1/4NW1/4, 

S1/2NW1/4,  NE1/4SW1/4, 

W1/25E1/4 

103.92 

sec.  28,  NW1/4NE1/4 

280.00 

Total 

383.42 
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LANDS  SUlTABLt  FOR  DISPOSAL, 
EXCHANGE:,  AND  ACQUIS  1.1  ION 


Legal  Description 


Acres 


26.  7.  31  N.,  R.  109  W. 

sec.  28,  Lot  2 

27.  T.  30  N.,  R.  109  W. 

sec.  5,  Lots  2  and  5  Total 

28.  T.  30  N.,  R.  109  W 

sec.  7,  Lot  10 

29.  T.  29  N.,  R.  Ill  W. 

sec.  3,  Lot  6 

30.  T.  29  N.,  R.  Ill  W. 

sec.  2,  Lots  5,  14,  15        Total 

31.  T.  29  N.,  R.  Ill  W. 

sec.  28,  Lot  5 

32.  7.  26  N.,  R.  115  W. 

sec.  31,  Lots  6,  7,  10,  11 
T.  25  1/2  N.,  R.  115  W. 
sec.  31,  Lot  4 


Total 


33.  T.  35  N.,  R.  109  W. 

sec.  19,  Lot  2 

34.  T.  35  N.,  R.  109  W. 

sec.  19,  N1/2SE1/4 

Acquisition  Parcels 

T.  32  N.,  R.  106  W. 

sec.  8,  Lots  3-7,  NEl/4, 

E1/2NW1/4,  NE1/4SW1/4, 

N1/2SE1/4 
sec.  9,  NW1/4,  Sl/2 


2.18 
66.78 

7.42 
10.50 
34.51 

9.  18 

120.94 
18.68 

37.08 
80.00 


Total   1,035.08 


T.  33  N.,  R.  106  W. 
sec.  18,  Lot  3 
sec.  19,  E1/2SW1/4,  W1/2SE1/4    Total     197.27 

T.  33  N.,  R.  107  W. 

sec.  13,  SWl/4,  NE1/4SE1/4, 

W1/2SE1/4 
sec.  14,  SE1/4 
sec.  15,  SE1/4SE1/4 
sec.  23,  NE1/4  Total     640.00 
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GLOSSARY 


^j^€M'^: 


ALLOTMENT  is  an  area  of  land  designated  and  managed  for 
grazing  of  livestock. 

ALLOTMENT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  (AMP)  is  a  documented 
program  wfiich  applies  to  livestock  grazing  on  the  public 
lands,  prepared  in  consultation,  cooperation,  and  coor- 
dination with  the  permittee(s),  lessee(s),  or  other  in- 
volved affected  interests. 

ALLOWABLE  CUT  is  the  amount  of  timber  considered  avail- 
able for  cutting  during  a  specified  or  planned  period  of 
operation  (year,  decade,  etc.).  An  allowable  cut  us  based 
on  timber  conditions  and  multiple  use  limitations. 

ANIMAL  UNIT  MONTH  (AUM)  is  the  amount  of  forage  nec- 
essary for  the  sustenance  of  one  cow  or  its  equivalent 
for  a  period  of  one  month. 

ARTIFICIAL  REFORESTATION  is  reforestation  of  a  cutover 
or  burned  area  by  planting  seedlings  or  by  direct  seeding 
of  an  area  by  hand  or  from  the  air. 

BOARD  FOOT  is  a  measurement  of  the  volume  of  a  tree  which 
is  based  on  a  block  of  wood  one  foot  on  each  side  and 
one  inch  thick. 

CLEARCUT  is  a  harvest  cutting  of  a  stand  of  trees  in  which 
all  trees  are  removed  from  a  specified  area. 

COMMERCIAL  CONIFER  is  a  conifer  species  (evergreen 
trees)  capable  of  sustaining  lumber  and  other  forest  prod- 
uct production  and  for  which  there  is  a  commercial  or 
economical  demand. 

COMMERCIAL  THINNING  is  a  silvicultural  practice  to 
remove  a  specified  number  of  trees  from  a  stand  of  trees 
which  is  growing  too  closely  together.  This  operation, 
as  in  a  precommercial  thinning,  usually  leaves  a  speci- 
fied number  of  trees  on  an  area  at  a  specified  spacing 
interval.  This  is  to  transfer  the  growth  potential  of  the 
land  onto  a  few  of  the  best  trees.  This  operation  is  usually 
conducted  in  a  stand  of  larger  trees,  and  a  value  is  placed 
on  the  trees  to  be  removed.  Normally,  the  contractor 
doing  the  work  will  remove  the  products  from  the  trees 
removed  and  sell  them. 

CONFINEMENT  implies  minimal  response  to  fires  in  areas 
where  hazards  to  firefighters  and  suppression  costs  are 
high  and  where  fire  results  in  acceptable  effects  on 
resource  values. 

CONTAINMENT  is  the  taking  of  aggressive  action  by  forces 
sufficient  to  contain  the  fire  under  prevailing  conditions 
to  an  area  logical  to  local  terrain  features  and  barriers. 
If  a  fire  escapes  containment  during  this  period,  any  con- 
tinuing suppression  action  will  be  planned  to  minimize 
total  resource  losses,  suppression  and  rehabilitation 
costs,  and  environmental  damage. 

CONTEXTURAL  is  the  interrelated  conditions  or  arrange- 
ment of  parts  in  a  structure  or  environmental  unit,  such 
as  a  fossil  assemblage. 

CONTROL  is  the  taking  of  immediate,  aggressive  suppres- 
sion action  on  fires.  Human  and  equipment  resources 
are  committed  at  an  increasing  rate  until  the  objective 
of  fully  protecting  the  threatened  area  is  met.  Areas  des- 
ignated for  this  level  of  response  are  considered  of  high 
value  or  high  risk. 


CONVENTIONAL  LOGGING  METHODS  OR  SYSTEMS  is 

logging  an  area  utilizing  presently  standardized  equip- 
ment normally  used  in  that  specific  area.  In  this  location, 
it  is  meant  as  using  rubber-tired  skidders  or  tracked 
dozers  to  haul  logs  to  a  central  location. 

COVER,  for  the  purposes  of  the  forest  management  objective, 
is  the  commercial  conifer  acreage. 

CRUCIAL  RANGE  can  describe  any  particular  range  or  hab- 
itat component  (often  winter  or  winter/yearlong  range  in 
Wyoming),  but  describes  that  component  which  is  the 
determining  factor  in  a  population's  ability  to  maintain 
and  reproduce  itself  at  a  certain  level  (theoretically  at  or 
above  the  WGFD  population  objective)  over  the  long 
term.  Example:  The  total  crucial  winter  range  for  an  elk 
herd  unit  should  be  available,  relatively  intact,  and  winter 
the  major  portion  of  the  objective  population  in  adequate 
body  condition  8  or  more  years  out  of  10. 

CUBIC  FOOT  is  a  measurement  of  the  volume  of  a  tree  which 
is  based  on  a  block  of  wood  one  foot  high,  one  foot  wide, 
and  one  foot  deep. 

DBH  (Diameter  Breast  High)  is  a  measurement  of  the  diame- 
ter of  a  tree  at  a  point  41/2  feet  above  ground  level  on  the 
uphill  side  of  a  tree. 

EMERGENCY  SALVAGE  would  consist  of  the  removal  of 
trees  killed  or  seriously  injured  by  wildfire,  weather, 
and(or)  insect/disease  infestations. 

GRAZING  PREFERENCE  means  the  total  number  of  animal 
unit  months  of  livestock  grazing  on  public  lands  appor- 
tioned and  attached  to  base  property  owned  or  con- 
trolled by  a  permittee  or  lessee. 

HIDING  COVER  FOR  ELK  is  vegetation  capable  of  hiding  90 
percent  of  a  standing  elk  from  the  view  of  a  human  at 
a  distance  equal  to  or  less  than  200  feet;  generally,  any 
vegetation  used  by  elk  for  security  or  escape  from 
danger. 

IGNITION,  PLANNED  The  intentional  setting  of  a  fire  for  man- 
agement design  with  resource  benefit. 

IGNITION,  UNPLANNED  The  incidental  setting  of  fire  by  un- 
controlled sources  such  as  lightning,  visitor  negligence, 
or  arson. 

MHOS  is  a  measure  of  conductance  measured  in  micromhos 
per  centimeter.  Its  opposite  is  ohms,  the  measure  of  resis- 
tivity. 

MBF  (one  thousand  board  feet)  is  a  timber  volume  designa- 
tion. 

MMBF  (one  million  board  feet)  is  a  timber  volume  designa- 
tion. 

MONITORING  is  the  orderly  collection  of  data  to 
evaluate:  1)  effects  of  management  action;  and  2)  effec- 
tiveness of  actions  in  meeting  management  objectives. 

NATURAL  REFORESTATION  is  reforestation  of  a  cutover  or 
burned  area  by  natural  means,  i.e.,  from  seeds  blown  in 
from  adjacent  trees,  from  dormant  seeds  in  the  ground, 
or  from  seeds  dropped  out  of  cones  on  the  ground  after 
logging. 
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NONUSE  is  grazing  preference  that  permittees  are  not  using. 
Permittees  must  apply  to  not  use  their  grazing  prefer- 
ence. If  the  application  is  approved,  it  is  termed  "non- 
use." 

NO  SURFACE  DISTURBANCE  refers  to  a  limitation(s)  that 
may  be  required  in  order  to  protect  particular  values. 
These  limitations  mainly  consist  of  time  and  distance  res- 
trictions and  do  not  preclude  actual  disturbance. 

NO  SURFACE  OCCUPANCY  areas  are  basically  unsuitable 
for  surface-disturbing  activities.  Actions  that  do  not 
cause  surface  disturbance  and(or)  are  determined  not  to 
affect  the  resources  involved,  may  be  allowed. 

PALEONTOLOGICAL  SENSITIVITY  LEVELS  include  five 
levels: 

Critical  (Class  I)  -  Any  locality  from  v^^hich  holotype  or 
critical  reference  material  (e.g.,  paratype,  lectotype,  etc.)  has 
been  collected.  Any  type  geologic  reference  section  w/hich 
is  critical  for  future  reference. 

Significant  (Class  II)  -  Any  locality  w^hich  contains 
rare,  exceptionally  well-preserved  or  critical  materials  for  stra- 
tigraphic  or  paleoenvironmental  interpretation. 

Important  (Class  III)  -  Any  locality  which  has  pro- 
duced plentiful,  relatively  common  in  the  locality  and  else- 
where, fossil  materials  which  are  useful  for  stratigraphic  and 
variability  studies. 

Insignificant  (Class  IV)  -  Any  locality  which  produces 
poorly  preserved,  common  elsewhere  or  stratigraphically 
unimportant  material. 

Unimportant  (Class  V)  -  Any  locality  which  has  been 
intensively  surveyed  and  determined  to  be  of  minimal  scien- 
tific interest.  This  can  include  any  outcrop  of  geological  for- 
mations described  as  unfossiliferous  in  technical  journals  or 
publications. 

PARTIAL  CUTTING  is  a  silvicultural  system  of  logging  in 
which  only  a  portion  of  the  trees  on  a  given  area  are 
removed.  Depending  on  the  specific  system,  the  remain- 
ing trees  are  usually  left  in  a  fairly  constant  spacing  pat- 
tern. 

POLE  STAND  is  an  area  consisting  of  trees  the  average  size 
of  which  is  between  5.0  and  8.9  inches  in  diameter. 

PRECOMMERCIAL  THINNING  is  a  silvicultural  practice  to 
remove  a  specified  number  of  trees  from  a  stand  of 
young  trees.  This  can  bedone  by  mechanical  means  (cut- 
ting with  axe  or  saw  or  pushing  over  with  tractors),  or 
by  chemical  means  (injecting  unwanted  trees  with  a  poi- 
son), and  usually  leaves  a  specified  number  of  trees  per 
acre  at  a  specified  interval.  Thisspacing  interval  isgener- 
ally  based  on  the  age  and  size  of  the  trees  in  the  stand 
and  is  undertaken  to  transfer  the  growth  potential  of  the 
land  onto  a  few  of  the  best  trees  on  the  site.  In  a  precom- 
mercial  thinning,  no  value  is  placed  on  the  trees  to  be 
removed. 

PRESCRIBED  FIRE  implies  that  fire  effects  are  favorable  to 
the  resource  managed  under  a  specified  set  of  environ- 
mental criteria  (prescriptions). 

PRESCRIBED  BURNING  implies  a  planned  ignition  intended 
to  enhance  the  resource  that  is  targeted  for  treatment 
(see  Vegetation  Treatment  section  for  further  details). 
Standard  project  policy  and  procedures  will  guide  these 
actions. 

REGENERATION  is  tree  seedlings  which  are  established  on 
an  area,  either  naturally  or  artificially,  following  some 
event  in  the  life  of  a  mature  stand,  either  a  harvest  cut, 
a  fire,  or  some  kind  of  disaster. 


RIPARIAN,  as  applied  to  the  RMP,  is  an  area  of  land  influ- 
enced by  permanent  water.  It  has  visible  vegetation  or 
physical  characteristics  reflective  of  permanent  water 
influence.  Lake  shores  and  stream  banks  are  typical  ripar- 
ian areas.  Excluded  are  such  sites  as  ephemeral  streams 
and  washes  that  do  not  exhibit  the  presence  of  vegeta- 
tion dependent  upon  free  water  in  the  soil. 

ROAD  CLOSURE,  ADMINISTRATIVE  is  the  closing  of  roads 
by  means  of  locked  gates.  Administratively-closed  roads 
are  available  for  vehicular  use  associated  with  resource 
management  activities. 

ROAD  CLOSURE,  PHYSICAL  is  the  closing  of  roads  by 
means  of  physical  barriers  such  as  waterbars  and  rocks. 
Physically  closed  roads  are  rehabilitated/revegetated 
and  are  not  available  for  vehicular  use. 

ROTATION  AGE  is  the  period  of  years  required  to  establish 
and  grow  timber  crops  to  a  specified  condition  of  matu- 
rity. 

SAPLING  STAND  is  a  stand  of  trees  the  average  diameter  of 
which  is  between  1.0  and  4.9  inches. 

SAWTIMBER  STAND  is  an  area  consisting  of  trees  the  aver- 
age size  of  which  is  above  9  inches  in  diameter,  4.5  feet 
above  ground  level. 

SITE  QUALITY  is  the  potential  of  a  particular  area  to  grow 
trees.  This  is  based  on  many  variables,  including  soil 
depth  and  quality,  aspect  (terrain  configuration  in  rela- 
tion to  the  sun),  nutrient  and  water  availability,  etc. 

SLASH  (Logging  Residue)  isthetops,  limbs,  and  otherunusa- 
ble  portions  of  trees  left  on  an  area  after  logging.  In  some 
logging  operations,  this  slash  may  contain  firewood, 
poles,  or  other  products  usable  by  people  other  than  the 
primary  logger. 

STAGE  II  INTENSIVE  FOREST  INVENTORY  is  a  system 
devised  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  to  intensively  sample 
timber  stands  to  calculate  an  estimate  of  the  volume  in 
a  specified  area  of  timberland.  Intensity  of  sampling  can 
vary.  The  intensity  is  usually  one  sample  measurement 
point  every  10  acres,  depending  on  the  total  size  of  the 
area  to  be  inventoried,  and  other  criteria. 

SURFACE  DISTURBANCE  refers  to  any  action  that  would 
cause  soil  mixing  or  result  in  alteration  or  removal  of  soil 
or  vegetation  and  expose  the  mineral  soil  to  erosive  pro- 
cesses. 

TIMBER  STAND  is  a  specified  area  of  similar  type  or  sized 

trees. 

TOPSOIL  is  the  fraction  of  a  soil  that  contains  the  majority 
of  soil  fertility,  microbiological  populations,  and  a  specif- 
ically localized  seed  source  for  that  area. 

WILDERNESS  SUPPRESSION  implies  restraint  in  fire  sup- 
pression methods  that  occur  in  the  designated  areas.  In 
these  areas,  the  fire  management  objective  is  to  manage 
fire  in  ways  that  will  cause  the  least  degradation  to  wil- 
derness values.  The  areas  may  be  managed  as  pre- 
scribed fire  areas. 

WINTER  RANGE  is  range  where  a  population  or  portion  of 
a  population  of  animals  use  the  suitable  habitat  sites 
within  this  range  annually,  in  substantial  numbers  only 
during  the  winter  period  (variable,  but  commonly 
between  December  1  and  April  30). 

WOODLANDS  are  lands  producing  trees  that  are  typically  uti- 
lized as  nonsawtimber  products  and  sold  in  units  other 
than  board  feet.  Woodlands  are  those  forest  lands  which 
are  not  included  in  the  commercial  forest  land  allowable 
cut  base. 
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